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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker.

——
PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

God of the universe, we give You
thanks for giving us another day. We
ask Your blessing upon our Nation.
Bless the work of the Members of the
people’s House. May they toil dili-
gently to bring about solutions to the
pressing issues of these times.

Bless all men and women across our
country, especially those who work in
service to others: police, firefighters,
healthcare providers, teachers, those
who work in local, State, and national
government, and those men and women
serving in our Armed Forces.

May all that is done this day be for
Your greater honor and glory.

Amen.

———
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. RASKIN) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. RASKIN led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to five requests for 1-minute
speeches on each side of the aisle.

EQUALITY FOR AMERICAN
CITIZENS LIVING IN PUERTO RICO

(Miss GONZALEZ-COLON of Puerto
Rico asked and was given permission to
address the House for 1 minute.)

Miss GONZALEZ-COLON of Puerto
Rico. Mr. Speaker, I was elected to
seek equality for 3.4 million American
citizens living in Puerto Rico. I am the
sole Representative for the island, and
I represent more constituents in my
sole district than anyone in this House.

I rise today to honor the 100th anni-
versary of the enactment of the Jones
Act, which conferred American citizen-
ship on Puerto Ricans on this day in
1917. Since then, more than 200,000 vet-
erans have served proudly in the U.S.
military, where they are equal in war
but not in peace.

That is why I stand with the will of
the people of Puerto Rico to incor-
porate to the United States as the 5lst
State of the Union, as requested in the
2012 plebiscite by 61 percent of the
votes.

Let this House fulfill the promise
that the United States of America is a
nation of liberty and justice for all of
us.

———

LET’S WORK TOGETHER TO FIX
THE AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

(Mrs. BUSTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this week, I welcomed Emily Carlson
to the Capitol as my guest to President
Trump’s address to Congress.

Emily comes from a rural town
called Abingdon, Illinois. She is the co-
owner of a small family-owned busi-
ness, and her husband, Kevin, is a
farmer. Like a lot of hardworking Mid-
westerners, they don’t want a handout;
they just want a fair shot at success.

But 17 years ago, all of that was put
at risk when Emily was diagnosed with
multiple sclerosis, which is a chronic

and expensive disease to treat, and she
will have this the rest of her life. They
could barely afford the most basic care
for Emily because she was in the high-
risk pool in the State of Illinois.

Too often the Carlsons literally had
to vacillate between affording Emily’s
medication or going deeper into debt.
However, since the passage of the Af-
fordable Care Act, life has been much
better for the Carlsons. Today their
family of four has much better cov-
erage, and it costs much less.

Mr. Speaker, President Trump’s re-
peal wouldn’t just undermine Emily’s
health; it would devastate their fam-
ily’s economic security, along with
those of many families throughout our
Nation. Instead, let’s work together to
keep what is working and fix what is
not.

——————

HONORING THE MEMORY OF ARMY
SERGEANT ROBERT SHANE PUGH

(Mr. KELLY of Mississippi asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I am humbled today to rise in
memory of Army Sergeant Robert
Shane Pugh. He made the ultimate sac-
rifice while defending our Nation on
March 2, 2005, during Operation Iraqi
Freedom III.

He was assigned to the 1st Battalion,
155th Infantry Regiment, Mississippi
Army National Guard, headquartered
in McComb, Mississippi. Sergeant
Pugh, a combat medic, was mortally
wounded when an IED detonated near
his vehicle near Iskandariya, Iraq, also
wounding Sergeant First Class Ellis
Martin.

Sergeant Pugh posthumously re-
ceived the Silver Star, the third high-
est award for valor, as well as the
Bronze Star, Purple Heart, and Mis-
sissippi Medal of Valor.
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Sergeant Pugh’s Silver Star citation
reads: ‘“‘Although in extreme pain, Ser-
geant Pugh directed treatment instruc-
tions to the members of his platoon for
both himself and Sergeant First Class
Martin. Sergeant Pugh passed away en
route to the hospital; however, his
courage and disregard for his own wel-
fare resulted in saving the life of a fel-
low comrade who was severely wound-
ed.”

Sergeant Pugh’s mother, Ms. Wilma
Allen, said her son was her pride and
joy, that he was happy, outstanding,
and outgoing. Ms. Wilma said Sergeant
Pugh would do anything for anyone.

In a fitting tribute to this brave and
caring soldier, the National Guard
Readiness Center in Morton, Mis-
sissippi, has been named in his honor

Sergeant Pugh is survived by his par-
ents, Glen and Wilma Pugh; his step-
father, Gary Allen; and his siblings,
Tiffany Johnson, April Pearson, Jen-
nifer Reed, Brad Allen, and Dale Allen.

Stand fast, Mississippi. Stand fast,
Sergeant Pugh. Stand fast.

I have also honored fallen Mississippi
soldiers Private Barry Wayne Mayo,
Sergeant William Seth Ricketts, and
Corporal Robert Taylor McDavid III
this week.

———

COMMEMORATING THE 100TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF U.S. CITIZENSHIP
FOR THE PEOPLE OF PUERTO
RICO

(Mrs. MURPHY of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. MURPHY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, a century ago today, a Federal law
granted U.S. citizenship to individuals
born in Puerto Rico. Island residents
have made countless contributions to
this country in times of peace and war,
serving with exceptional valor in our
Armed Forces. The bonds between
Puerto Rico and Florida are unbreak-
able. The State is home to over 1 mil-
lion Puerto Ricans, with most living in
central Florida.

Puerto Rico is going through dif-
ficult times, and I am determined to
help the Island get back on its feet.
The main reason Puerto Rico is strug-
gling is because, as a territory, it is
treated unequally under Federal law. I
support equal treatment for Puerto
Rico because I oppose second class citi-
zenship.

Ultimately, I believe Puerto Rico
should discard its territory status and
become a State or a sovereign nation.
The choice lies with the people of Puer-
to Rico. However, my personal hope is
that they will choose statehood so that
they have full voting rights and full
equality.

Puerto Ricans have earned the right
to become first class citizens of the Na-
tion they have served with honor.

——
HONORING THE SERVICE OF PLAC-

ER COUNTY SHERIFF ED BON-

NER

(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this morning to recognize the service,
and now the retirement, of our good
friend from Placer County, Sheriff Ed
Bonner, after 42 years of dedicated
service to mnorthern California and
Placer County and its sheriff’s depart-
ment.

Many would talk about creating a
family atmosphere at work, but few
truly achieve it. Ed Bonner made the
families of his officers and his staff a
priority. He is with them in the best of
times and in the worst, from the joy of
the births of their children, or mar-
riages, to the family tragedies, which
indeed have been felt by the deputies
and the brothers and the sisters of
Placer County.

In his 22-year career as a sheriff, he
has earned the respect and admiration
of Placer County and many others
throughout the State of California.

He graduated from Cal Berkeley, and
has earned the respect of so many. He
had a bachelor of arts in criminology,
and earned a master’s degree in man-
agement science at Cal Poly, Pomona.

Before his law enforcement days, Ed
Bonner was a gifted athlete who ex-
celled at track and field, where he still
holds multiple State high school
records. At the University of Cali-
fornia, he became the first 4-year
letterman for track and field in the
school’s history.

After a distinguished career, which
included serving as president of the
California State Sheriffs’ Association,
Sheriff Bonner’s skills as a law enforce-
ment administrator will be greatly
missed by all of us in the community.

Now is time, though, for a much-de-
served retirement which he can spend
with his loving wife, Jeannie, his fam-
ily, and his friends.

It has been such a pleasure to work
with him. Indeed, the rigors of travel
from the East Coast to the West Coast
don’t allow me to spend the kind of
time I would like to with a good friend
like Ed Bonner, but I wish him the
best. I know he will have a good time
in retirement, and I will see him
around.

———

WE NEED A BUDGET THAT
SERVES THE AMERICAN PEOPLE

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as
we begin the process that comes as a
responsibility of this House, and that
is, overseeing the President’s budget
and designing a budget to serve the
American people, I am raising the
question of the baffling budget that
seems to be emerging from the White
House.

The plus-up and elimination of se-
quester on the defense spending may be
worth considering. I, frankly, believe
we should remove the sequester on dis-
cretionary spending. But what is being
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proposed is that the plus-up of $564 bil-
lion will be taken out of the needs, the
hearts, and minds of the American peo-
ple.

The EPA will be gutted, so there will
be no staff to oversee clean water and
clean air, of which so many counties
and cities, like Flint and my own com-
munity of Harris County, are in des-
perate need of.

What will happen to housing for sen-
ior citizens and young families?

Gutted because the Department of
Housing and Urban Development will
see a drastic cut. Or Health and Human
Services that helps to sponsor federally
qualified health clinics and the com-
plete elimination of the Affordable
Care Act, which will bust the budget.
Medicaid, civil rights, and the preven-
tion of hate crimes; the Justice Depart-
ment gutted and, as well, as Attorney
General Sessions has already done, not
preventing voter fraud or voter dis-
crimination.

Mr. Speaker, we need a budget that
serves the American people. That is the
kind of budget that I will be looking to
support.

HONORING CARL LAMM ON HIS
90TH BIRTHDAY

(Mr. ROUZER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROUZER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor a North Carolina legend
as he celebrates his 90th birthday this
week. Mr. Carl Lamm, who many know
as ‘‘the Voice of Johnston County,” has
been a pioneer of the country music
radio scene since 1946.

“Mr. Carl,” as he is known, has been
a disc jockey and co-owner of WMPM-
AM in Smithfield, North Carolina,
since 1958, where he plays a lively mix
of bluegrass, Southern gospel, and old-
time country. His daily programming
is revered by tens of thousands
throughout Johnston County, North
Carolina, and all across the Nation.

In the seven decades Carl has been on
the air, he has brought some of the
greatest musicians, top athletes, and
national political figures into our
homes and businesses through radio to
discuss current events, politics, our
Creator, and much more.

Mr. Carl has witnessed the evolution
of radio from the glory days of the
Grand Ole Opry to the digital age of
the 21st century. To say that Mr. Carl
Lamm is a radio legend is an under-
statement.

Carl Lamm, thank you for every-
thing you have done for our State and
for our country. Again, happy birthday.

———
EMPLOYEE APPRECIATION DAY

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, tomorrow, March 3, is Em-
ployee Appreciation Day; and since we
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won’t be in session, I rise today to reg-
ister my appreciation for the staff
members who allow me to serve the
people of the Fourth District of North
Carolina.

The current political and media envi-
ronment is not always an easy one for
congressional staff to operate in, yet,
every year, the staffers working in my
North Carolina district offices help
thousands of constituents navigate
Federal agencies. They reach out to
local businesses, governments, and
other organizations, and help constitu-
ents access needed support.

In Washington, D.C., our office staff
researches thousands of pieces of legis-
lation. They help me communicate
with hundreds of thousands of con-
stituent communications, and help
welcome constituents to Washington.
And they join me in meetings with con-
stituent groups and local and State
representatives and universities and
businesses—every imaginable group.

So the list of tasks is long, but all of
them help ensure that the people of the
Fourth District of North Carolina have
a voice in the people’s House. Simply
put, these staff members that serve all
of us represent the very best of public
service. I and the people of North Caro-
lina are grateful for their service.

Mr. Speaker, in recognition of their
dedication and diligence, I would like
to include in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD the names of each of my staff
currently employed in my office:

Nadia Alston, Katelynn Anderson,
Sonia Barnes, Nora Blalock, Bayly
Hassell, Asher Hildebrand, James Hun-
ter, Lawrence Kluttz, Tracy Lovett,
Sean Maxwell, Neel Mandavilli, Dave
Russell, Samantha Schifrin, Anna
Tilghman, Justin Wein, Leigh Whit-
taker, and Robyn Winneberger.

I am grateful, Mr. Speaker, for the
effort that these staff members con-
tinue to put forth and for the oppor-
tunity that Employee Appreciation
Day gives me and others to honor their
service.

——————

HONORING THE 23RD ANNUAL
VERA HOUSE WHITE RIBBON
CAMPAIGN

(Mr. KATKO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak out against domestic vi-
olence and sexual abuse. As a former
Federal prosecutor for 20 years, I have
seen firsthand how domestic violence
affects people of all ages, races, reli-
gions, and socioeconomic backgrounds.

According to the National Coalition
Against Domestic Violence, nearly 20
people per minute are physically
abused by an intimate partner. We
must work together to end this abuse.

Central New York is home to Vera
House, an organization that works to
prevent and respond to domestic and
sexual abuse. Yesterday, Vera House
kicked off its 23rd Annual White Rib-
bon Campaign in central New York.
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This campaign raises awareness for the
need to put an end to domestic violence
and sexual abuse.

This month, thousands of central
New Yorkers will be wearing a white
ribbon like I have on today, or a white
wristband, to stand in solidarity
against domestic and sexual violence.

I urge my House colleagues to join
me in wearing a white ribbon to dem-
onstrate a personal pledge to work to-
wards preventing violence against men,
women, and children.
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REGULATORY INTEGRITY ACT OF
2017
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous materials on H.R. 1004.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KATKO). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 156 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1004.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) to preside
over the Committee of the Whole.

0 0916
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1004) to
amend chapter 3 of title 5, United
States Code, to require the publication
of information relating to pending
agency regulatory actions, and for
other purposes, with Mr. SIMPSON in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
MITCHELL) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. RASKIN) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

H.R. 1004 is sponsored by Representa-
tive TIM WALBERG, my colleague from
Michigan. Cosponsors include Rep-
resentative FARENTHOLD, Representa-
tive MEADOWS, Representative GOSAR,
and myself.

I rise today in support of H.R. 1004,
the Regulatory Integrity Act of 2017.

Every year, agencies promulgate
thousands of new regulations and im-
pose billions of dollars in regulatory
costs on the American public. Those
rules are conceived of, developed, writ-
ten, and imposed by unelected agency
officials—bureaucrats.
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In return for the authority to issue
regulations, Congress and the Amer-
ican people require two simple things
from agencies. First, agencies must in-
form the public about their intended
regulatory actions—early and accu-
rately—to provide ample time for
thoughtful feedback and consideration
from the public. Second, we want the
agencies to listen to what the public
has to say about the proposed regu-
latory action.

Making sure the public has an oppor-
tunity to participate in this process is
key. The public comment period is an
essential part of upholding our demo-
cratic values. It ensures Americans
have a voice heard in the Federal Gov-
ernment’s regulatory process.

H.R. 1004 helps preserve and strength-
en the integrity of the public comment
process in several ways. First, the bill
defines the parameters of how an agen-
cy should communicate when asking
for and offering a proposal and asking
for public feedback. H.R. 1004 requires
the agency to identify itself in commu-
nications on the proposal. Imagine
that. We ask them to identify them-
selves. The agency must clearly state
whether it is accepting comments or
considering alternatives.

Most importantly, agency commu-
nications during this process must use
a neutral, unbiased tone. This bill re-
quires agencies to do only what you
would expect them to do if the request
for feedback was genuine and sincere.
This bill will uphold the purpose and
value of the notice and comment proc-
ess enshrined in the Administrative
Procedures Act.

When issuing new regulations, agen-
cies must provide notice of the regula-
tion and accept comments from the
public before finalizing the regulation.
Often, regulated entities, small busi-
nesses, and subject-matter experts can
provide new insights and perspectives
agency officials simply do not have and
do not understand. The notice and
comment period allows the public to
provide valuable insight to the agen-
cies to help them make better regula-
tions, more effective regulations, and
minimize the adverse impacts.

However, not every agency takes this
opportunity to really listen to the pub-
lic. Often, agencies develop a proposed
regulation and assume it is the end of
the story. In effect, agencies reduce the
notice and comment process to check-
ing the box.

A perfect example, unfortunately, is
when EPA developed the waters of the
United States rule, known as WOTUS,
EPA’s behavior during the notice and
comment period indicated that the
EPA had little interest in listening to
the public. Quite the contrary.

EPA used Thunderclap, an online so-
cial media platform, to disseminate
government-sourced messages through
unaffiliated individuals to encourage
the public to provide positive com-
ments. They did not identify them-
selves and used a third party to source
comments that would support their
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perspective. The goal was clearly to
pad the administrative record with
positive feedback rather than solic-
iting genuine input in an effort to
measure the rule’s effect on the public.

In fact, the Government Account-
ability Office found the EPA undertook
a covert propaganda campaign by solic-
iting social media comments in sup-
port of their proposed rule. Let me say
that again: a covert propaganda cam-
paign.

GAO also told EPA to report this vio-
lation to the President and Congress
because the agency’s appropriations
were not available for those prohibited
purposes. They spent taxpayer money—
our money—on something that was
prohibited.

H.R. 1004, the Regulatory Integrity
Act of 2017, seeks to shine a light on
how agencies are communicating about
pending regulatory actions. This bill
simply tells agencies they need to keep
to the facts and avoid soliciting sup-
port when they ought to be soliciting
comments.

H.R. 1004 also establishes trans-
parency requirements for the agency in
how it communicates to the public.
The bill requires agencies to post on
their website some basic information
about each communication about a
pending regulatory action. For each
communication, the public will be able
to see a copy of the communication,
the intended audience, the method of
communication, and the date it was
issued—simple transparency expecta-
tions. Additionally, H.R. 1004 requires
agencies to post information online
about each of their regulatory actions.

Mr. Chairman, the Regulatory Integ-
rity Act will bring integrity back to
the rulemaking process with trans-
parency and simple guidelines for effec-
tive and appropriate communication.

The Regulatory Integrity Act is a
good, bipartisan bill. This bill received
support in the previous Congress, and
the House of Representatives passed
the bill last Congress.

On February 14, 2017, the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform
approved this bill without amendment.

I thank Congressman WALBERG for
his leadership on this issue. I urge my
colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to be
with my distinguished colleague from
Michigan on this legislation, which is
part of a package of bills brought for-
ward by the majority, which we believe
undermine the ability of Federal agen-
cies to effectively promote the public
interest.

To begin with, it is quite clear that
this legislation is unnecessary. Current
law already bans the use of agency
funds for ‘‘publicity or propaganda pur-
poses.”” Current law also currently bars
agency employees from grassroots lob-
bying campaign designed to pressure
Members of Congress to support or to
oppose agency proposals.
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So, at the very least, all of this is du-
plicative, which wouldn’t be so bad just
to add another level of red tape and
legislation, except for this: If you look
at the legislation, under Restriction,
part 2, it says:

“Any public communication issued
by an Executive agency that refers to a
pending agency regulatory action,
other than an impartial communica-
tion that requests comment on or pro-
vides information regarding the pend-
ing agency regulatory action, may
not—

“(A) directly advocate, in support of
or against the pending agency regu-
latory action, for the submission of in-
formation to form part of the record of
review for the pending agency regu-
latory action. . . .”

So let’s parse that for a moment.
What they are saying is that the agen-
cy may not directly advocate to the
public: Please tell us whether you are
for or against this regulation and why.

They are not trying to prevent a
viewpoint-specific propaganda inter-
vention by the agency. This would ac-
tually stifle the ability of the agency
to solicit anybody’s point of view to go
out on Facebook and ask, ‘“What is
your position about this,” and to use
social media to solicit the public’s
input.

So although the legislation masquer-
ades as an attempt to promote govern-
ment transparency, it actually radi-
cally undercuts government trans-
parency and the ability of the agencies
to solicit the widest possible input.

It also says that the agency may not
appeal to the public or solicit a third
party to undertake advocacy in sup-
port of or against the pending agency
regulatory action.

Now, I would have no problem if what
they were trying to do is simply re-
state the current ban on one-sided
propaganda inquiries by an agency to
get one side to come out and support or
oppose an agency rulemaking, but that
is already against the law.

What they are trying to do is to cut
off the ability of the agency to solicit
any public input on all sides of the
issue.

Why would we place that kind of duct
tape over the Administrative Proce-
dure Act?

Well, one thought, if you look at this
proposal in the context of everything
else they have brought forward this
week, they want to try to reduce ev-
erything to a cost-benefit analysis.
That is, what would the cost to pol-
luters be? What would the cost to the
violators of the public interest be?

They never look at what the benefit
to the public is of the regulations, and
they want to do it behind closed doors
and then prevent the agencies from
going out and aggressively soliciting
the input of the public on all sides of
the issue.

So we don’t see what the need for
this proposal is. We believe that it will
have a severely chilling effect on the
ability of agencies to do their job. They
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continually talk about one case, the
WOTUS case, the waters of the United
States case, where I cheerfully and
readily admit that the agency went too
far in terms of campaigning for its pro-
posal. But they were called on that.
The GAO already determined that they
ran afoul of the prohibitions.

So they have one case which was
dealt with completely Ilegitimately
within the law, and they have not cited
another case.

I would gladly yield my time to my
distinguished colleague from Michigan
if he can invoke one other case where
there was a problem or explain why the
resolution of this problem was not suf-
ficient in this case, because I think ev-
erybody understood that the agency
had gone too far. It was dealt with. The
problem is over.

So now we have a so-called cure,
which is far worse than the underlying
disease because the so-called cure is
going to stifle and chill the ability of
every Federal agency in the United
States Government to go out and ag-
gressively solicit public input. That is
what we want in the agency process.

Now, yesterday, they just voted to
create a new roving supercommission
that would pore through the rules of
all the different Federal agencies and
bring back a package and then ask us
to give a thumbs up or a thumbs down
so they can just more readily dis-
mantle public regulation.

Let’s be very clear about it. We're
talking about regulation that protects
clean air. They rejected an amendment
that would carve out the Clean Air Act
from that bill. We’re talking about reg-
ulation that protects clean water.
We're talking about regulation that
protects the purity of our food and our
drugs. We’re talking about regulations
that advance our interests in a clean
environment and reduces greenhouse
gas emissions.

So it seems like they want to put the
whole Federal regulatory process into
a straitjacket, prevent the public from
being involved, and prevent the agen-
cies from going out and soliciting pub-
lic input. That doesn’t sound like giv-
ing government back to the people.
That sounds like giving government
over to billionaires, special interests,
and big corporate powers that have all
the lobbyists in Washington and know
how to get things done behind closed
doors.

Mr. Chair, I invite my distinguished
colleague from Michigan to address
any of the questions I have if there are
any examples that he can provide of
problems that would yield the need for
such a dramatic shutdown on the abil-
ity of agencies to solicit public input.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
WALBERG), who is my colleague and
good friend.
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Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for leading this
floor debate today.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of my bipartisan bill, H.R. 1004, the
Regulatory Integrity Act of 2017.

Regardless of the chatter that I be-
lieve simply confuses what we want to
do in good government, this bill, H.R.
1004, is a good government trans-
parency bill that is simple in nature
and seeks to preserve the integrity of
the regulatory process; specifically,
the public comment period.

Whether it is EPA or the Department
of Labor or any other agencies or de-
partments, they have their purpose,
but they have to follow the law. The
public comment period is an essential
part of upholding our democratic val-
ues because it ensures that Americans
will have their voices heard in the Fed-
eral Government’s regulatory process.

Agencies must take the comment pe-
riod seriously. Unfortunately, we have
seen instances where agencies seem to
believe that the regulatory process is
simply a perfunctory act that the agen-
cy must undertake in order to reach a
prearranged outcome.

This became abundantly clear during
the EPA’s Waters of the U.S., or
WOTUS, rulemaking process. During
that process, Mr. Chairman, the EPA
undertook a campaign to solicit sup-
port and artificially inflate the posi-
tive reaction to the WOTUS rule. The
EPA used the skewed results as evi-
dence of public support.

Mr. Chairman, I include in the
RECORD two letters coming from the
National Association of Home Builders
and the Michigan Farm Bureau to at-
test to this problem.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
HOME BUILDERS,
Washington, DC, February 14, 2017.
Hon. TIMOTHY WALBERG,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WALBERG: On behalf
of the 140,000 members of the National Asso-
ciation of Home Builders (NAHB), I am writ-
ing to express NAHB’s strong support for
H.R. 1004, the Regulatory Integrity Act of
2017. This legislation would force agencies to
follow an open and transparent federal regu-
latory rulemaking process by making all as-
pects of a rulemaking publicly available and
preventing federal agencies from illegally in-
fluencing the public in order to generate sup-
port for a rulemaking.

Federal agencies are prohibited, by law,
from engaging in lobbying, grassroots, and
propaganda activities designed to advance a
policy agenda. However, in recent
rulemakings, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has ignored these restrictions
and used social media platforms to perpet-
uate propaganda campaigns that advance
their rulemakings. These actions only sup-
port the notion that the agency is not inter-
ested in a transparent and fair rulemaking
process.

An excellent example of this is when the
EPA created a social media campaign on
Twitter, Facebook, and YouTube to counter
opposition to its ‘“Waters of the US” rule-
making. The agency concealed the fact that
its social media messages were coming from
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within the EPA and deceptively engaged in
lobbying efforts designed to kill legislation
that was not favorable to their proposed
rulemaking. In December 2015, the Govern-
ment Accountability Office released a report
outlining how the EPA participated in cov-
ert propaganda and grassroots lobbying and
condemned the agency for violating federal
law. Federal agencies must respect and up-

hold the law, and the passage of H.R. 1004

will help to ensure that federal agencies are

not lobbying against America’s small busi-
nesses.

For these reasons, NAHB urges the House
Oversight and Government Reform Com-
mittee to support H.R. 1004, the Regulatory
Integrity Act of 2017, in order to bring trans-
parency and neutrality to the regulatory
process.

Thank you for giving consideration to our
views.

Sincerely,
JAMES W. TOBIN III.
MICHIGAN FARM BUREAU,
Lansing, Michigan, February 13, 2017.

Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ,

Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

Hon. ELIJAH CUMMINGS,

Ranking Member, Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAFFETZ AND RANKING
MEMBER CUMMINGS: Michigan Farm Bureau
strongly supports the Regulatory Integrity
Act of 2017. The bill is a step in the right di-
rection to hold government agencies ac-
countable and for citizens to maintain trust
in the government that serves them. Intro-
duced by Rep. Tim Walberg, the bill is sched-
uled to come before the House Oversight and
Government Reform Committee later this
week.

Last year, we heard about an EPA grant
being used to fund whatsupstream.com in
the state of Washington. This initiative used
the following billboard message: ‘‘Unregu-
lated agriculture is putting our waterways
at risk” to urge the public to contact state
elected officials. In a similar campaign, GAO
issued a legal opinion that EPA violated fed-
eral lobbying laws by funding advocacy ef-
forts on the Waters of the United States
(WOTUS) rule. Michigan farmers are frus-
trated when they read about federal agencies
trying to sway the public in a way that pro-
motes their own proposed rule before all
stakeholders have had a chance to weigh in
the rule’s merits. These examples only un-
dermine the trust our members place in the
agencies meant to serve and protect our citi-
Zens.

We believe it is critical that Congress pass
the Regulatory Integrity Act of 2017. We urge
all members of the Committee to support
this bill.

Sincerely,
JOHN KRAN,
Associate National Legislative Counsel.

Mr. WALBERG. The nonpartisan
Government Accountability Office con-
cluded the EPA overstepped and issued
a report saying the EPA violated the
law and undertook ‘‘covert propa-
ganda’ and grassroots lobbying during
the process.

My bill simply seeks to preserve the
spirit and purpose of the regulatory
process by simply telling agencies that
they need to keep to the facts and not
solicit support when they ought to be
soliciting constructive comments.

H.R. 1004 simply requires an agency
to; one, identify itself as the source of
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information; two, clearly state whether
the agency is accepting public com-
ments or considering alternatives; and,
three, and most importantly, speak
about the regulations in a neutral, un-
biased tone.

People need to have the confidence
that the Federal agencies, regardless of
whether it is a Republican or Democrat
administration, are open to their in-
sights an constructive criticism.

H.R. 1004 will restore the integrity to
our regulatory process by ensuring
agencies are honestly asking for feed-
back, constructive criticism, and dia-
logue about how to improve upon the
agency’s existing thoughts, not advo-
cating for a predetermined outcome.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bipartisan
issue. This bill passed the House last
Congress with bipartisan support. In
fact, a similar version was offered by
my colleague, Representative PETER-
SON from Minnesota, as an amendment
to H.R. b earlier this year. That amend-
ment was approved with strong bipar-
tisan support.

So, once again, I urge my colleagues
to support the Regulatory Integrity
Act.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Again, the advocates for the legisla-
tion returned to this one single case,
which we all agree about. The GAO
ruled that the EPA ran afoul of the
prohibition on propaganda and on cam-

paigning.
So the law worked there. The GAO
blew the whistle on that. They

shouldn’t be coming out on one side of
an issue and running a propaganda
campaign. The government should not
be engaged in propaganda. We all agree
to that.

This legislation does something com-
pletely different. This legislation, rath-
er than just saying a good day’s work
to the GAO for blowing the whistle, it
says: Now we are going to tell all the
Federal agencies and departments that
have been out soliciting public input
on all sides of issues, saying there is a
regulation that has come up about
clean air, about clean water, about
food, about drugs, about the disposal of
nuclear waste, about radioactive mate-
rials, and it tells them you can’t do
that anymore. You can’t go out and so-
licit public input.

It places a complete chill on the abil-
ity of the government to go out and in-
vite public participation in our govern-
ment. Why? They Kkeep returning to
one case where the GAO blew the whis-
tle where everybody agrees they were
out of bounds.

A flag was thrown on the play, but
now they want to use that in order to
essentially impose a gag rule on Fed-
eral agencies across the land who are
doing our work. The much reviled regu-
lation that the agencies are engaged in
is an attempt to flesh out the laws that
we pass in this body because we don’t
want to be setting all of the particular
rules about exactly how many pollut-
ants can be in this water, in this
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stream, in this river, in this creek, and
s0 on, because we are not scientific ex-
perts on how many pollutants can be
put into the air here and there. So it is
delegated to government agencies.

But when they go through the Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act and they
have a rule and comment process, they
should be able to go out and invite the
public to participate.

Again, I invite my distinguished and
thoughtful colleagues on the other side
to cite one other case. Can they cite
one case where the GAO did not blow
the whistle? Can they cite some other
litany of examples where there has
been a real problem with government
agencies being overzealous where it has
not been corrected by the GAO?

The silence is deafening.

They have used the example of one
problem that was caught, that was cor-
rected, in order to try to demolish the
ability of Federal agencies to go out
and solicit the public’s input.

To me, that is a familiar experience
now, because I have been in the House
of Representatives for just 2 months,
and, in the committees I serve on, we
continue to vote on bills where we have
not had a single public hearing. We are
not hearing from any of the groups.

I have a letter here objecting to this
legislation that has been signed by the
AFL-CIO, AFSCME, American Associa-
tion for Justice, American Association
of University Women, Americans for
Financial Reform, Asbestos Disease
Awareness Organization, Autistic Self
Advocacy Network, BlueGreen Alli-
ance, Center for Biological Diversity,
Clean Water Action, Consumer Action,
Consumer Federation of America, Con-
sumers for Auto Reliability and Safety,
Demand Progress, Earthjustice, Eco-
nomic Policy Institute, Environment
America, Environmental Working
Group, Food & Water Watch,
Greenpeace, Homeowners Against Defi-
cient Dwellings, Institute for Agri-
culture and Trade Policy, Inter-
national Union of United Automobile,
Aerospace, and Agricultural Imple-
ment Workers, League of Conservation
Voters, National Association of Con-
sumer Advocates, and on and on and
on.

I would like to have heard from these
people in this process, but it seems like
all we are getting from the other side
is an attempt to have a curtain of
darkness fall over all public process.
We would like to have hearings. We
want groups to be involved. But these
people were not invited to testify. They
didn’t have a chance to opine on this.

Mr. Chair, in general, the problem
here is that, rather than making gov-
ernment more transparent, we are
making government more opaque.
Rather than making government more
open, we are making government more
closed. Rather than reaching out to the
public and inviting it into the rule-
making process, we are shutting the
door and closing the blinds on it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, one thing is clear to
me, even as a freshman: we need to cor-
rect the record here.

My colleague from the minority sug-
gests that somehow, magically, the
GAO just determined they were the po-
lice officer, they cried foul, they
stopped them.

Let’s be clear about this. First, the
GAO intervened because they were
asked to do so by Chairman INHOFE.
They investigated after the chairman
asked them to look into it because of
the concerns; not in advance, not be-
cause they found it independently, but
because it was such a significant and
egregious action that the chairman of
the committee said: We need to look at
this. And they did so.

Second, it was after the fact. What
they found was that it was so extraor-
dinarily egregious, they actually cited
them for inappropriately spending tax-
payer money.

Now, let’s talk about what they did.
We talk about chilling communication.
Knowingly, why would you put out
something on a social media site such
as Thunderclap sourcing messages, not
identifying yourself, if for any other
purpose but to create propaganda? Why
would you do that?

H.R. 1004 simply requires—and I will
repeat them, because the minority
seems to have a problem understanding
this—the agency identified itself in its
communication on a proposal: hello,
this is the EPA. We are talking about
this problem.

They make clear they are accepting
public comments for and against: What
do you think about it; what are the
problems; will this work? Imagine that
concept.

They require that agencies provide
feedback on the comments that is gen-
uine and sincere and not have already
written the final bill—as my colleagues
says, the perfunctory process.

That is what it requires. I have a dif-
ficult time understanding how that
chills input from the public. And to be
absolutely blunt with you, if it chills a
few bureaucrats from deciding what
they think is best rather than what
this body believes is best, or, frankly,
what the courts believe is best, then we
have achieved our objective here today.

So, again, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think we are finally
having some light here on the subject.

My distinguished colleague and fel-
low freshman from Michigan is most
concerned about what did take place in
the Waters of the United States case.
He praises the GAO for responding to
Senator INHOFE’s inquiry.

We all agree that the GAO deter-
mined that the EPA ran afoul of exist-
ing prohibitions in law on propaganda,
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on taking a side in an issue. A flag was
called on the play and the problem was
dealt with.

If you find a kid shoplifting a candy
bar, and you catch him, you remove
him from the store, you tell him not to
do it again. You don’t then go pass a
law saying that anybody under 18 can-
not enter any commercial establish-
ment in the country. The law worked
in that specific case.

But, you see, they have taken a
sledgehammer to a mosquito, and the
mosquito was already killed. So now
what they are busting up is the ability
of agencies across the country simply
to use the social media to go out and to
solicit and invite public input into the
rulemaking process. What are we afraid
of?

Justice Brandeis said that sunshine
is the great disinfectant. We want the
public involved. We want the public’s
engagement.

So, again, I invite my thoughtful col-
leagues on the other side to cite one
case of an agency doing this that was
not dealt with by the GAO. I can cite
you countless examples of cases where
Federal agencies have gone online to
invite public input in a completely ob-
jective and neutral way. Now we are
creating a chill over that process be-
cause of this ban on soliciting advo-
cacy from the public on either side of
the issue.

So I simply don’t get it, and I am
puzzled why they continually talk
about one case which was happily re-
solved under existing law.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further speakers on the bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I in-
clude in the RECORD several letters op-
posing the bill.

COALTION FOR
SENSIBLE SAFEGUARDS,
February 28, 2017.
Re House floor vote of H.R. 1004, the Regu-
latory Integrity Act.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The Coalition for
Sensible Safeguards (CSS), an alliance of
over 150 labor, scientific, research, good gov-
ernment, faith, community, health, environ-
mental, and public interest groups, strongly
oppose H.R. 1004, the Regulatory Integrity
Act.

The bill is a brazen attack on the public’s
right to know by micro-managing the type of
information that agencies are allowed to
communicate to all of us when taking ac-
tions to protect the public, our economy, and
the environment. An open government that
prioritizes democratic public participation
requires agencies to be able to effectively
convey information to the public and make
agency policy positions clear to the public.
This bill will make our government less open
and less democratic and should therefore be
rejected.

H.R. 1004 will significantly inhibit federal
agencies’ ability to engage and inform the
public in a meaningful and transparent way
regarding its work on important science-
based rulemakings that will greatly benefit
the public. As a result, the bill will lead to
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decreased public awareness and participation
in the rulemaking process in direct con-
tradiction of the Administrative Procedure
Act and agencies’ authorizing statutes,
which specifically provide for broad stake-
holder engagement.

Substantial ambiguities in the bill threat-
en to create uncertainty and confusion
among agencies about what public commu-
nications are permissible, and thus risks dis-
couraging them from keeping the public ap-
prised of the important work that they do on
its behalf. In an era when agencies should be
increasingly embracing innovative 21st cen-
tury communications technologies needed to
reach the public, including social media,
H.R. 1004 sends exactly the wrong message.

The legislation strictly prohibits agencies
from issuing ‘‘public communications’ that
‘““emphasize the importance’ of a particular
agency action unless the communication has
the ‘‘clear purpose of informing the public of
the substance or status’ of the particular ac-
tion. The legislation applies to a wide swath
of regulatory actions including rulemakings,
guidance, policy statements, directives and
adjudications.

While H.R. 1004 assumes that the distinc-
tion between informing the public of an
agency action and emphasizing the impor-
tance of that action is self-evident, in prac-
tice the distinction is anything but clear. As
a result, agencies are likely to avoid any
public communications that risk running
afoul of this ambiguous prohibition, no mat-
ter how informative the communication
might be for the public.

For example, various executive orders and
statutes compel agencies to conduct cost-
benefit analysis on their pending
rulemakings, and thus to determine whether
the rule’s benefits outweigh its costs. As cur-
rently written, the Regulatory Integrity Act
could potentially prohibit an agency from
communicating the results of such an anal-
ysis when it concludes that a particular rule
generates net benefits. After all, that conclu-
sion is tantamount to declaring that the rule
makes society better off on balance. Instead,
the agency would likely be forced to simply
share the basic information that they had
conducted a cost-benefit analysis of the reg-
ulation without being able to share the fur-
ther crucial information that the regula-
tion’s benefits exceeded the costs. Given that
many of the bill’s sponsors enthusiastically
endorse the expanded use of cost-benefit
analysis in the rulemaking process, these
kinds of arbitrary prohibitions on commu-
nications concerning cost-benefit analysis
seem especially peculiar.

Agencies would encounter this problematic
scenario when deciding to share vital infor-
mation, such as:

How many lives would be saved by a regu-
lation;

How much property damage would be
averted;

How much money consumers would save;
and

Any of the other myriad public benefits
that regulations are designed to provide.

The stark absence of any clear bright-lines
in the legislation delineating what is and
what is not prohibited public communica-
tions is sure to have a chilling effect on
agencies, with the predictable result that
agencies will be less willing to share crucial
information with the public and that the
public will be less informed about govern-
ment activities.

H.R. 1004 also will severely impede, rather
than enable, agency use of new communica-
tion technologies, most notably social media
platforms, to reach the public. Regulatory
experts and scholars agree that agencies
should be using social media forums and
platforms.
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Agencies will find it difficult, if not impos-
sible, to communicate with the public
through social media under H.R. 1004 since
the bill prevents any usage of social media
that both conveys information about a regu-
latory action but also promotes the impor-
tance of that action.

For example, the U.S. Department of Inte-
rior operates a Twitter and Instagram ac-
count that is very popular with the public
because it regularly features photos of beau-
tiful landscapes and wildlife from national
parks across the United States. Under the
Regulatory Integrity Act, the Department
might be prohibited from posting such
photos on Twitter and Instagram because
they are not solely informational in nature
and could be interpreted as promoting the
importance of the department’s work in en-
vironmental and wildlife preservation.

Enactment of H.R. 1004 will lead to less
transparency in the government, make it
more difficult for agencies to use new com-
munication technologies popular with the
public, and generally chill agency commu-
nications with the public on important mat-
ters due to the lack of any bright-line stand-
ards for agencies to follow.

We strongly urge you to oppose H.R. 1004,
the Regulatory Integrity Act.

Sincerely,
ROBERT WEISSMAN,
President,
Public Citizen Chair.
LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS,
Washington, DC, February 27, 2017.
Re Oppose H.R. 998, 1004, & 1009—Assaults on
Environmental Safeguards in the Guise
of ‘““Regulatory Reform.”
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of our
millions of members, the League of Con-
servation Voters (LCV) works to turn envi-
ronmental values into national, state, and
local priorities. Each year, LCV publishes
the National Environmental Scorecard,
which details the voting records of members
of Congress on environmental legislation.
The Scorecard is distributed to LCV mem-
bers, concerned voters nationwide, and the
media.

LCV urges you to vote NO on H.R. 998, the
SCRUB Act, H.R. 1004, the Regulatory Integ-
rity Act, and H.R. 1009, the OIRA Insight,
Reform, And Accountability Act. LCV joins
our partners in the Coalition for Sensible
Safeguards—an alliance of consumer, public
health, labor, good government, environ-
mental, and scientific groups—in strongly
opposing this trio of extreme bills that have
far-reaching and damaging consequences for
vital public health and environmental safe-
guards.

H.R. 998, the SCRUB Act, would jeopardize
critical environmental safeguards that have
been in place for decades and would make it
extremely difficult to develop new standards
in response to threats to public health and
the environment. This legislation creates a
regulatory review commission that would
disregard the public benefits of environ-
mental safeguards and only consider the
costs to industries. By creating a misguided
‘‘cut-go” system for safeguards, this bill
would result in key public health protections
being eliminated.

H.R. 1004, the Regulatory Integrity Act,
would significantly hinder communications
between federal agencies and the public and
would discourage agencies from using social
media platforms. This legislation would re-
duce government transparency and would
leave the public less informed about govern-
ment activities. The vague guidelines about
what public communications are allowed
would result in agencies being less willing to
share key information with the public.
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H.R. 1009, the OIRA Insight, Reform, And
Accountability Act, would endanger clean
air and clean water protections by opening
them up to more litigation. The bill would
effectively rewrite dozens of laws in which
Congress mandated that agencies prioritize
public health, safety and the preservation of
clean air and water over concerns about in-
dustry profits.

LCV urges you to REJECT H.R. 998, 1004, &
1009 and will strongly consider including
votes on these bills in the 2017 Scorecard.

Sincerely,
GENE KARPINSKI,
President.

GOOD MORNING EVERYONE: I am writing to
express the opposition of the American Asso-
ciation for Justice (AAJ) to the three anti
regulation bills that will be voted on on the
House floor this week. The Searching for and
Cutting Regulations that are Unnecessarily
Burdensome Act of 2017 (SCRUB Act); The
Regulatory Integrity Act of 2017; and the
OIRA Insight, Reform, and Accountability
Act all impede the ability of federal agencies
to appropriately protect the health, safety
and well-being of the American public. As a
result, we urge your boss to vote NO on all
three bills. See below and attached for addi-
tional information on each bill. Please let us
know if you have any questions or concerns.

SARAH ROONEY,
Director of Regulatory Affairs,
American Association for Justice.
H.R. 998, THE SCRUB AcT

The SCRUB Act would establish a new reg-
ulatory review commission charged with
identifying duplicative and/or redundant reg-
ulations to repeal. In addition, the bill pro-
vides for a blanket percentage reduction in
the cumulative regulatory cost to industry
without adequately considering the benefits
bestowed upon the public by these same reg-
ulations. Under the severe SCRUB Act regu-
latory cost considerations, targeted regula-
tions could be repealed even when the bene-
fits of these rules are significant, appre-
ciated by the public, and far outweigh the
costs.

The SCRUB Act also contains entirely in-
effective cut-go provisions. Under the bill’s
cut-go provisions, an agency would be re-
quired to remove an existing regulation of
equal or greater cost from its cut-go list be-
fore it can issue a new regulation. As a re-
sult of these provisions, agencies will be un-
able to respond to any emerging hazard with
any new public regulatory protections or
guidance.

H.R. 1004, THE REGULATORY INTEGRITY ACT OF
2017

The Regulatory Integrity Act of 2017 sig-
nificantly limits the types of communica-
tions federal agencies can have with the pub-
lic regarding pending regulatory actions and
prohibits agencies from soliciting support
for its regulatory actions. These inappropri-
ately restrictive provisions have two goals:
stymieing important public protections and
preventing the public from knowing about
the positive impact pending regulations may
provide.

H.R. 1009, THE OIRA INSIGHT, REFORM, AND

ACCOUNTABILITY ACT

Lastly, the OIRA Insight, Reform, and Ac-
countability Act creates yet another dupli-
cative and unnecessary commission to pro-
vide for the repeal of regulations, while also
providing for numerous additional hurdles in
the regulatory review process. It would cod-
ify the numerous burdensome regulatory re-
view requirements and make them subject to
judicial review which would provide for ex-
tensive challenge and delay of important
protections. More concerning, this bill would
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severely damage the impact of dozens of
Congressionally passed public interest laws
that require agencies to prioritize public
health and safety and protecting the envi-
ronment and instead focus on cost to indus-
try. It also would make federal agency
science much more vulnerable to judicial re-
view. Lastly, the bill would effectively un-
dermine Congressionally chartered inde-
pendent agencies by putting them under the
influence of the Office of the President.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague for his thoughtful presen-
tation and thank the Chair for his in-
dulgence.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I will
make my statement brief. As you
know, I believe in a little bit of brevity
around here. Let me suggest that we
have talked at length on the content of
the bill and the intent of the bill. Let
me suggest that my colleague may
have used the wrong example or anal-
ogy because we all know, where there
is one mosquito, there is more. Where
there is one, there is more. At this
point in time, this bill says we are
going to take care of his mosquitoes.
With all due respect, I ask my col-
leagues to support the bill, as I believe
it puts the transparency required in
rulemaking that will require agencies
to disclose they are asking for com-
ments and who is making the com-
ment. It is one more step in getting the
government accountable to the people
rather than accountable to itself.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the
bill, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. The bill shall be consid-
ered as read.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1004

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Regulatory
Integrity Act of 2017,

SEC. 2. PUBLICATION OF INFORMATION RELAT-

ING TO PENDING REGULATORY AC-
TIONS.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Chapter 3 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 306 the following new section:
“§307. Information regarding pending agency

regulatory action

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) AGENCY REGULATORY ACTION.—The
term ‘agency regulatory action’ means guid-
ance, policy statement, directive, rule mak-
ing, or adjudication issued by an Executive
agency.

‘(2) PUBLIC COMMUNICATION.—The
‘public communication’—

“(A) means any method (including written,
oral, or electronic) of disseminating informa-
tion to the public, including an agency state-
ment (written or verbal), blog, video, audio
recording, or other social media message;
and

‘(B) does not include a notice published in
the Federal Register pursuant to section 553
or any requirement to publish pursuant to
this section.

‘(3) RULE MAKING.—The term ‘rule making’
has the meaning given that term under sec-
tion 551.

term
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“(b) INFORMATION TO BE POSTED ONLINE.—

‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—The head of each Exec-
utive agency shall make publicly available
in a searchable format in a prominent loca-
tion either on the website of the Executive
agency or in the rule making docket on Reg-
ulations.gov the following information:

““(A) PENDING AGENCY REGULATORY AC-
TION.—A list of each pending agency regu-
latory action and with regard to each such
action—

‘(i) the date on which the Executive agen-
cy first began to develop or consider the
agency regulatory action;

‘“(ii) the status of the agency regulatory
action;

‘‘(iii) an estimate of the date of upon which
the agency regulatory action will be final
and in effect; and

‘“(iv) a brief description of the agency regu-
latory action.

‘(B) PUBLIC COMMUNICATION.—For each
pending agency regulatory action, a list of
each public communication about the pend-
ing agency regulatory action issued by the
Executive agency and with regard to each
such communication—

““(1) the date of the communication;

‘“(ii) the intended audience of the commu-
nication;

‘“(iii) the method of communication; and

‘“(iv) a copy of the original communica-
tion.

‘“(2) PERIOD.—The head of each Executive
agency shall publish the information re-
quired under paragraph (1)(A) not later than
24 hours after a public communication relat-
ing to a pending agency regulatory action is
issued and shall maintain the public avail-
ability of such information not less than 5
years after the date on which the pending
agency regulatory action is finalized.

“‘(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR PUBLIC COMMUNICA-
TIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—AnNy public communica-
tion issued by an Executive agency that re-
fers to a pending agency regulatory action—

“(A) shall specify whether the Executive
agency is considering alternatives;

‘“(B) shall specify whether the Executive
agency is accepting or will be accepting com-
ments; and

‘“(C) shall expressly disclose that the Exec-
utive agency is the source of the information
to the intended recipients.

‘“(2) RESTRICTION.—Any public communica-
tion issued by an Executive agency that re-
fers to a pending agency regulatory action,
other than an impartial communication that
requests comment on or provides informa-
tion regarding the pending agency regu-
latory action, may not—

““(A) directly advocate, in support of or
against the pending agency regulatory ac-
tion, for the submission of information to
form part of the record of review for the
pending agency regulatory action;

‘“(B) appeal to the public, or solicit a third
party, to undertake advocacy in support of
or against the pending agency regulatory ac-
tion; or

“(C) be directly or indirectly for publicity
or propaganda purposes within the United
States unless otherwise authorized by law.

“(d) REPORTING.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January
15 of each year, the head of an Executive
agency that communicated about a pending
agency regulatory action during the previous
fiscal year shall submit to each committee
of Congress with jurisdiction over the activi-
ties of the Executive agency a report indi-
cating—

‘“(A) the number pending agency regu-
latory actions the Executive agency issued
public communications about during that
fiscal year;
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‘(B) the average number of public commu-
nications issued by the Executive agency for
each pending agency regulatory action dur-
ing that fiscal year;

‘(C) the b pending agency regulatory ac-
tions with the highest number of public com-
munications issued by the Executive agency
in that fiscal year; and

‘(D) a copy of each public communication
for the pending agency regulatory actions
identified in subparagraph (C).

“(2) AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS.—The head
of an Executive agency that is required to
submit a report under paragraph (1) shall
make the report publicly available in a
searchable format in a prominent location
on the website of the Executive agency.”’.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 3 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
adding after the item relating to section 306
the following new item:
¢307. Information regarding pending agency

regulatory action.”.

The CHAIR. No amendment to the
bill shall be in order except those
printed in part A of House Report 115-
21. Bach such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the
report, by a Member designated in the
report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report, equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in part
A of House Report 115-21.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 3, after line 17, insert the following
new paragraph (and redesignate subsequent
paragraphs accordingly):

*(2) PROPAGANDA; PUBLICITY; ADVOCACY.—
The terms ‘propaganda’, ‘publicity’, and ‘ad-
vocacy’ mean information, statements, or
claims (or using such information, state-
ment, or claim, as applicable) that—

‘““(A) are not widely accepted in the sci-
entific community; or

‘“(B) are beliefs or assertions that are un-
supported by science or empirical data.”.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 156, the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the Chair and
the managers of the bill, in this in-
stance Mr. RASKIN and his collabo-
rator, the Republican manager as well.
I thank them for their very thoughtful
discussion. I also want to indicate that
this regulation does have a perspective
of excessiveness on a matter that can
be confined to instructions to the agen-
cies that have the responsibility of im-
plementing the laws that we pass here
in the United States Congress.

My amendment improves the present
underlying bill by making clear that
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communication of information state-
ments or claims that are generally ac-
cepted by the scientific community or
supported by empirical data is not re-
stricted by this bill.

H.R. 1004 directs each Federal agency
to make information regarding their
regulatory actions publicly available
in a searchable format on a prominent
website. That information would have
to include the date a regulation was
considered, its current status, an esti-
mate of when the regulation will be
final, and a brief description of the reg-
ulation. In addition, agencies will be
required to track the details of all pub-
lic communications about pending reg-
ulatory actions.

But it further provides that:

‘““Any public communication issued
by an Executive agency that refers to a
pending agency regulatory action,
other than an impartial communica-
tion that requests comment on or pro-
vides information regarding the pend-
ing agency regulatory action,” among
other things, ‘“‘may not—be directly or
indirectly for publicity or propaganda
purposes within the United States.

I want to make sure that if an agen-
cy is telling the truth, then that agen-
cy is not going to be charged, as was
said by Mr. RASKIN, using a sledge-
hammer, that they can’t make those
communications. Take, for example,
someone claiming that global warming
is a hoax, but, if you read the facts,
you will find out that a landmark 2013
study assessed 4,000 peer-reviewed pa-
pers by 10,000 climate scientists that
gave an opinion on the cause of climate
change. It showed 97 percent of the au-
thors attributed climate change to
manmade causes. That may be a simple
statement made by an agency based on
science and empirical study. That
should not be prohibited.

The Jackson Lee amendment will
protect Federal agency employees who
might otherwise be ostracized,
marginalized, discriminated against,
wrongfully terminated or mistreated,
or the whole regulation process im-
ploded for statements made even
though the statement is externally
valid, logical, rooted in fact, or sup-
ported by empirical data, although
contrary to an administration’s polit-
ical agenda. I want this to be straight
up. I want these agency representatives
to do what is right, so I ask my col-
leagues to support the Jackson Lee
amendment.

Mr. Chair, | wish to thank the Chair and
Ranking Member of the Rules Committee for
making the Jackson Lee Amendment in order.

| also wish to thank Chairman CHAFFETZ
and Ranking Member CUMMINGS for their work
in bringing the legislation before us to the
floor.

Mr. Chair, thank you for this opportunity to
explain the Jackson Lee Amendment to H.R.
1004.

The Jackson Lee Amendment improves
H.R. 1004 by making clear that Communica-
tion of information, statements or claims that
are generally accepted by the scientific com-
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munity or supported by empirical data is not
restricted by the bill.

H.R. 1004 directs each federal agency to
make information regarding their regulatory
actions publicly available in a searchable for-
mat on a prominent website.

That information would have to include the
date a regulation was considered, its current
status, an estimate of when the regulation
would be final, and a brief description of the
regulation.

In addition, agencies would be required to
track the details of all public communications
about pending regulatory actions.

H.R. 1004 further provides that “any public
communication issued by an Executive agency
that refers to a pending agency regulatory ac-
tion, other than an impartial communication
that requests comment on or provides infor-
mation regarding the pending agency regu-
latory action, among other things, may not “be
directly or indirectly used for publicity or prop-
aganda purposes within the United States un-
less otherwise authorized by law.”

Thus, in addition to requiring each federal
agency to make information regarding regu-
latory action publicly available and accessible
online, H.R. 1004 places restrictions on the
type and quality of communications agencies
may make.

This vague phrase—“publicity or propa-
ganda purposes’—creates substantial uncer-
tainty and confusion as to what public commu-
nications are permissible, and risks discour-
aging agencies from keeping the public ap-
prised of the important work they do on its be-
half.

The Jackson Lee Amendment will protect
federal agency employees who might other-
wise be ostracized, marginalized, discrimi-
nated against, wrongfully terminated, or mis-
treated for statements made even though the
statement is externally valid, logical, rooted in
fact, or supported by empirical data, although
contrary to an administration’s political agen-
da.

Under the Jackson Lee Amendment, for ex-
ample, a communication that human activity is
a major contributor to climate change is not
propaganda because it is an assertion sup-
ported by an overwhelming consensus of the
scientific community.

On the other hand, a claim that there is
‘widespread voter fraud’ in presidential elec-
tions could be considered propaganda, be-
cause there is no reliable and statistically sig-
nificant empirical data to support such a claim.

Federal agencies’ ability to engage and in-
form the public in a meaningful and trans-
parent way regarding their work on important
science-based rulemakings that will greatly
benefit the public is a public good that we
must nurture and protect.

While propaganda may corrupt information
or ideas by an interested party in a tenden-
tious way in order to encourage particular atti-
tudes and responses, information, supported
by facts or empirical evidence, on the other
hand, does not.

The Jackson Lee Amendment safeguards
the legitimacy and transparency of commu-
nications issued by federal agencies, ensuring
that the information disseminated to the public
is accurate and reliable.

| urge my colleagues to preserve the bed-
rock principles of empirical research, scientific
method, and free inquiry that are indispen-
sable to free societies by voting for the Jack-
son Lee Amendment.
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[From cnbc.com, February 17, 2017]

MURRAY ENERGY CEO CLAIMS GLOBAL WARM-
ING IS A HOAX, SAYS 4,000 SCIENTISTS TELL
HiM So

(By Tom DiChristopher)

Murray Energy Chairman and CEO Robert
Murray on Friday claimed global warming is
a hoax and repeated a debunked claim that
the phenomenon cannot exist because the
Earth’s surface is cooling.

Murray appeared on CNBC’s ‘‘Squawk
Box” to discuss Republicans’ rollback of an
Obama-era rule that would have restricted
coal mining near waterways. President Don-
ald Trump signed the measure on Thursday
in front of Murray and a group of Murray En-
ergy workers.

Murray Energy is the country’s largest
coal miner. Many of its mines are in Appa-
lachia, a region that would suffer some of
the biggest impacts of the rule. Murray also
successfully sued to delay implementation of
the Clean Power Plan, which would regulate
planet-warming carbon emissions from
power plants.

Asked about the economic analysis behind
President Barack Obama’s energy regula-
tions, Murray said, ‘‘There’s no scientific
analysis either. I have 4,000 scientists that
tell me global warming is a hoax. The Earth
has cooled for 20 years.”

It was not immediately clear who the 4,000
scientists Murray referenced are.

Asked for clarification, a spokesperson for
Murray Energy sent links to the Manhattan
Declaration on Climate Change, which says
“human-caused climate change is not a glob-
al crisis,” and the Global Warming Petition
Project, a list of science degree holders who
don’t think humans cause climate change.

Murray’s claim that there is no scientific
analysis behind climate change is not true.

A landmark 2013 study assessed 4,000 peer-
reviewed papers by 10,000 climate scientists
that gave an opinion on the cause of climate
change. It showed 97 percent of the authors
attributed climate change to manmade
causes.

His second claim that Earth is cooling is
also false.

Temperatures were the warmest on record
last year, according to NASA and the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion. It was the third year in a row global av-
erage temperatures set a record.

“The planet’s average surface temperature
has risen about 2.0 degrees Fahrenheit (1.1
degrees Celsius) since the late 19th century,’
a change driven largely by increased carbon
dioxide and other human-made emissions
into the atmosphere,”” NASA and NOAA said.

Climate change skeptics sometimes point
to cool land temperatures to dispute global
warming. Scientists have repeatedly noted
that water covers 70 percent of the Earth’s
surface, so it is highly misleading to cast
temperatures on land as a representation of
global-scale temperatures.

Land also heats and cools more quickly
than the ocean, The Weather Channel noted
while debunking a recent Breitbart News ar-
ticle that was widely found to have cherry-
picked data to cast doubt on climate change.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate my colleague from Texas
seeking to make this better, but I am
going to have to oppose this amend-
ment. It is confusing, unnecessary, and
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overly restrictive on agencies. This
amendment would create a single defi-
nition of three different words: propa-
ganda, publicity, and advocacy. Those
are different words. Under this amend-
ment, publicity, advocacy, and propa-
ganda would mean making a statement
not widely accepted by the scientific
community. Are we going to create a
test of two out of three dentists agree?
It is going to be difficult to do. I mean,
it could be anything. Is it propaganda
for me to say I love my wife? I only
know a couple of scientists, there is
not going to be a broad, general con-
sensus in the scientific community
about that, but it is certainly not prop-
aganda. It is a statement of my feeling.

Publicity and propaganda and advo-
cacy are different words. They don’t
mean the same thing, and they cer-
tainly don’t have the definition my
friend from Texas is suggesting. Check
out the dictionary. You can do it on
your smartphone. These definitions
that are proposed in this amendment
are unworkable. I urge my colleagues
to oppose this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
have no doubt that my good friend
from Texas loves his wife. I would also
suggest to him that there might be a
number of individuals who are experts
that would be able to confirm that, cer-
tainly those who are around him, and
they might be able to say that that is
not propaganda or publicity, and,
therefore, his statement stands.

But when you are talking about
thousands upon thousands of executive
agency staff, servants of the United
States Government wanting to do what
is right, and you come down with this
massive, oppressive document that
says here is what you have to do, but
don’t do propaganda and don’t do pub-
licity, there should be a determination
or a standard that says if it is based in
fact, you have no problem, that is in-
formation that you can disseminate in
order to edify those who may be want-
ing to comment by edifying the par-
ticular regulatory scheme or structure
that you are putting forward for com-
ment.

Why should my friends on the other
side be afraid of good, strong informa-
tion to make the input valuable so that
if I am dealing with a clean air regula-
tion that I am able to hear from those
who are for and against, but I can pro-
vide documentation, scientific docu-
mentation about the quality of air pol-
lution, why this regulatory scheme is
appropriate. I ask my colleagues,
again, to support the Jackson Lee
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I
come back to the purpose of this bill:
we want our regulatory agencies to be
neutral. They propose a rule, they have
done the research, and they have done
the science. They wouldn’t be pro-
posing it if they didn’t believe that it
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needed to be done. Where they crossed
the line is using taxpayer money to go
out and promote and advocate for it.
The idea behind public comments, the
whole thought behind public input is to
get a diversity of ideas, but, if the so-
licitations seeking that comment are
biased, or if the agency is advocating
it, it potentially suppresses the other
side. We want to get both sides of the
matter.

Let’s look at the actual definition of
propaganda. I googled it while Ms.
JACKSON LEE was just speaking. Propa-
ganda is information, especially of a
biased or misleading nature used to
promote a particular cause or point of
view. Advocacy is another one that has
a definition. It is public statements for
or a recommendation of a particular
cause or policy. So those definitions
basically say you are pushing a point
of view. We don’t want to limit those.

The definition and the purpose be-
hind this legislation is to make our
agencies fair about seeking comment
and fair about listening to those com-
ments. We don’t want the agencies
going into this with preconceived no-
tions and advocating it. We want the
public comment to work the way the
public comment is supposed to work.
The scientific community, whether
they are for it or against it, can weigh
in in those public comments, and the
public and the agency will know what
their consensus is based on the fair
comments fairly solicited. So again, I
urge opposition to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. How much time
is remaining on both sides?

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
Texas has 30 seconds remaining. The
gentleman from Texas has 12 minutes
remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
let me say to the gentleman that what
we are suggesting is that propaganda
can be confusing. I want truth and hon-
esty, and I want our agencies to be able
to reach out and to help the American
people. Therefore, my amendment says
that if by chance they say something
but it has facts or empirical evidence,
it is not propaganda, it is not pub-
licity, they can go forward and protect
our water, they can protect our health,
they can protect our air. Why are we
hiding on this floor?

I ask my colleagues to support the
Jackson Lee amendment. It only
makes this bill more refined as to how
we can help the American people pass a
regulatory scheme that enhances local
communities and cities. That is why
we need the Jackson Lee amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, in
closing, the purpose of the underlying
legislation here is to make sure we
have a fair process and the Federal
Government isn’t pushing a point of
view, it is listening to all sides. This
amendment takes that away. For that
reason, I urge opposition.

March 2, 2017

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

The question was taken; and the
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR.
FARENTHOLD

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HULTGREN).
It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2 printed in part A of House
Report 115-21.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman,
as the designee of the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. MESSER), I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 4, line 24, strike ‘‘; and” and insert a
semicolon.

Page 5, line 2, strike the period at the end
and insert ¢‘; and”’.

Page b5, after line 2, insert the following
new clause:

‘(v) if applicable, a list of agency regu-
latory actions issued by the Executive agen-
cy, or any other Executive agency, that du-
plicate or overlap with the agency regu-
latory action.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 156, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman,
this is a simple transparency measure
that adds a disclosure requirement
under the underlying bill. Under-
standing which regulations are duplica-
tive or overlapping allows the public to
be better informed as they participate
in the rulemaking process. We want to
know what is going on as members of
the public. Too many times agencies
develop regulations without consider-
ation or coordination with other Fed-
eral agencies, State and local govern-
ments, or, in some cases, even the pub-
lic. They issue proposed rules that are
unnecessary, duplicative, or overcom-
plicated.

This simple amendment helps draw
the public’s attention to potential
areas of concern while the rule is still
in the proposed phase of rulemaking. I
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Maryland is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I do
want to express my opposition to this
amendment because it is perfectly du-
plicative, and it does nothing to cure
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the very serious deficiencies in the un-
derlying bill. Executive Order 13563,
which was issued by President Obama,
requires each agency to ‘‘periodically
review existing significant regulations
to determine whether any such regula-
tions should be modified, streamlined,
expanded, or repealed, so as to make
the agency’s regulatory program more
effective or less burdensome in achiev-
ing the regulatory objectives.”

Because there is little doubt that
this executive order covers the review
and elimination of duplicative and
overlapping regulatory actions, there
is no need for the additional reporting
requirements that this amendment
would redundantly impose. More im-
portantly, this amendment simply fails
to address the profound flaws in the
underlying bill. It fails to provide the
bright lines for what an agency can
communicate to the public safely with-
in the stringent new guidelines. It fails
to eliminate the unnecessarily burden-
some and onerous requirements in the
bill that seem to have no purpose but
to reduce the amount of information
agencies would be able to release to the
public and invite from the public.
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The amendment fails to eliminate
the prohibition against agencies mak-
ing public communications that di-
rectly advocate for or oppose the sub-
mission of public comments or expert
analysis of a pending rule. The amend-
ment fails to remove the serious im-
pediments this bill places in the way of
agency use of social media platforms.
Most importantly, the amendment does
nothing to cure the serious chilling ef-
fect that the bill would have on agency
communications and the negative ef-
fects that this imposition would have
on the ability of agencies to educate
millions of Americans about the costs
and benefits of a particular regulation
and to invite their input into the rule-
making process.

Because the amendment does nothing
to improve the flaws of this bill and is
duplicative of work that agencies are
already required to do, I urge all Mem-
bers to oppose this amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I
think my colleague across the aisle ac-
tually makes the case for me. The ex-
ecutive branch already requires that
this work be done by the agencies.

Leaving behind the constitutional
authority of this body to direct that
happen in the nature of executive or-
ders that can be changed by the next
executive, this actually codifies a good
part of the executive order that is al-
ready in place, so the agencies
wouldn’t have to do any work.

What this does add, however, to that
executive order and why it is so impor-
tant is it adds a transparency require-
ment. An agency is required to look to
see what regulations are out there that
may be duplicative under the executive
order. This requires them to tell us
about it. Why would they want to hide
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from the American people that they
are creating a duplicative regulation?

This is a simple transparency amend-
ment that improves the quality of the
underlying bill, improves the amount
of information accessible to the public,
and holds executive branch agencies
accountable to make sure they are not
putting unnecessary and duplicative
burdens on the American people.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
only to note the remarkable irony of
the gentleman making an argument for
the reduction of duplicative regula-
tions by adding another duplicative
regulation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman,
we are simply codifying an executive
order here, as the gentleman pointed
out, but we are adding one more thing.
We are adding transparency to it so the
American people know what these al-
phabet soups of government agencies
are up to and give us, as watchdogs in
Congress, or private organizations or a
member of the public with internet ac-
cess the ability to see how the CFR is
expanding and expanding with more
and more duplicative Federal rules.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, this re-
dundant and duplicative and, again,
chilling amendment will only add more
red tape, divert the time of agency offi-
cials to produce more paperwork that
is unnecessary, and point us right back
to the central flaw of the legislation.

My distinguished opponents have mo-
bilized all of one case to demonstrate
the necessity of this legislation, and it
was a case which was properly resolved
by the GAO, and everybody agrees to
it. So I understand the urge to get up
and say we need more legislation to do
what we have already been able to ac-
complish under existing law, I under-
stand that everybody wants to make a
point about the righteousness of legis-
lative change, but sometimes we just
don’t need another law. The law works
as it was. We don’t need another law.

And again, I am just impressed by
the irony of saying we need another
law to eliminate excessive and redun-
dant regulation when the current law
already does it. It is almost like a cari-
cature of what we do here in Congress.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MESSER. Mr. Chair, my amendment is
simple.

It would require an executive agency to re-
port any new rule or regulatory action that
would duplicate or otherwise overlap with ex-
isting agency rules and regulations.

So much of government’s excess is created
by unelected officials who wield enormous in-
fluence over our everyday lives.

Last year, Federal agencies issued 18 rules
and regulations for every one law that passed
Congress.

That is a grand total of 3,853 regulations in
2016 alone. In 2015, Federal regulations cost
the American economy nearly $1.9 trillion —T,
trillion dollars—in lost growth and productivity.
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Think about that for a second. A $1.9 trillion
tax, a government burden on the American
people. That means lost jobs, stagnant wages,
and decreasing benefits for workers.

When the House passed the REINS Act in
January, | offered an amendment to require at
least 1 rule be overturned for every new rule
finalized by the executive branch.

President Trump recently took that one step
further by issuing an executive order which re-
quired at least 2 rules be overturned for every
new rule.

My amendment builds on those initiatives by
requiring any agency issuing a duplicative reg-
ulation to indicate as much when making the
online disclosure required by the underlying
bill.

The truth is, the federal government is all
too often a fountain of unnecessary regula-
tions.

And while some may debate the merits of
any given regulation, few would agree the fed-
eral government should issue identical
iterations of the same regulation multiple times
over.

Mr. Speaker, it is past time we stop bureau-
cratic abuse and shift the balance of power
from government back to the people, where it
belongs.

That can start today by passing the Regu-
latory Integrity Act and putting our government
on a path to reduce the amount of red tape
that our businesses and the American people
deal with every day.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to thank my col-
league from Michigan for his hard work on this
commonsense legislation.

| urge my colleagues to support my amend-
ment and the underlying bill.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr.
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
part A of House Report 115-21.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 8, after line 12, insert the following
new subsection:

(c) APPLICABILITY.—Section 307 of title 5,
United States Code, as added by subsection
(a), does not apply to any communication
that is protected under the First Amend-
ment to the Constitution.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 156, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
with all good intentions of the under-
lying bill, the Regulatory Integrity Act

Chairman, I de-
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of 2017, which has a very distinguished
name, I am really concerned, and my
colleague should be concerned, of the
chilling effect of this particular legis-
lation. Let me tell you what the prob-
lem is.

My good friend from Texas Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Congresswoman JACKSON
LEE, and Professor RASKIN will not be
bending over the shoulder of some
hardworking public servant for the
Federal Government trying to inter-
pret what this new law means. Can I
speak? Can I send information out?
What a chilling effect. What a First
Amendment violation this legislation
might entail.

Take, for example, Chairman Pai of
the FCC. He decided to publish the full
text of proposals and regulations that
the public would otherwise never see
until after they had been finalized and
approved. Suppose he was then charged
with a violation of this bill? Chilling
effect, undermining the public’s ability
to even understand what a very impor-
tant agency such as the FCC is doing.

My amendment simply states that
nothing in this bill shall be interpreted
to prohibit any communication that is
protected under the First Amendment
to the United States Constitution. For
those of us who love the Constitution,
that is the First Amendment, and it is
a simple, simple statement. Your free-
dom of speech is protected because it
enables people to obtain information
from a diversity of sources, makes de-
cisions, and communicates those deci-
sions to the government.

Let me recite a 1927 case from Jus-
tice Louis Brandeis, Whitney v. Cali-
fornia. There is a joy in reading it be-
cause he wrote and said: ‘‘Freedom to
think as you will and to speak as you
think are means indispensable to the
discovery and spread of political
truth.”

The Framers of the Constitution
knew, to quote Justice Brandeis: ‘‘that
order cannot be secured merely
through fear of punishment for its in-
fraction; that it is hazardous to dis-
courage thought, hope and imagina-
tion; that fear breeds repression; that
repression breeds hate.”

The question is: Some worker who is
responsible for this, what will they
think?

I ask my colleagues to support the
Jackson Lee amendment that indicates
the First Amendment will not be
chilled.

Mr. Chair, | wish to thank the Chair and
Ranking Member of the Rules Committee for
making the Jackson Lee Amendment in order.

| also wish to thank Chairman CHAFFETZ
and Ranking Member CUMMINGS for their work
in bringing the legislation before us to the
floor.

Mr. Chair, thank you for this opportunity to
explain this Jackson Lee Amendment to H.R.
1004.

The Jackson Lee Amendment is simple and
straightforward.

It simply states that “nothing in the bill shall
be interpreted to prohibit any communication
that is protected under the First Amendment to
the U.S. Constitution.”
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The amendment is necessary because not
only does H.R. 1004 direct that certain infor-
mation be made publicly available by agencies
regarding their regulatory actions, the legisla-
tion also imposes restrictions on the type and
quality of communications that can be made
by agencies and agency personnel.

Mr. Chair, it is useful to explain briefly why
the First Amendment’s protection of speech is
central to the effective functioning of the
American political system.

Freedom of speech and a vibrant and ro-
bust democracy are inextricably intertwined.

Freedom of speech enables people to ob-
tain information from a diversity of sources,
make decisions, and communicate those deci-
sions to the government.

The First Amendment also provides Amer-
ican people with a “marketplace of ideas.”

Rather than having the government estab-
lish and dictate the truth, freedom of speech
enables the truth to emerge from diverse opin-
ions.

In Whitney v. California (1927), Justice
Louis Brandeis wrote that “freedom to think as
you will and to speak as you think are means
indispensable to the discovery and spread of
political truth.”

Free speech facilitates democratic govern-
ance because it is only through talking that we
encourage consensus and form a collective
will.

Over the long run, free speech improves our
public decision-making because just as we
Americans generally believe in free markets in
economic matters, we also generally believe in
free markets when it comes to ideas, and this
includes governmental affairs.

Freedom of speech strengthens public con-
fidence in the American governmental system
of checks and balances.

Speech is thus a means of empowering
people, through which they learn, grow, and
share; correct errors; and remedy violations of
the public trust.

Mr. Chair, the framers of the Constitution
knew, to quote Justice Brandeis again in Whit-
ney v. California:

that order cannot be secured merely
through fear of punishment for its infrac-
tion;

that it is hazardous to discourage thought,
hope and imagination;

that fear breeds repression;

that repression breeds hate;

that hate menaces stable governmentl[.]

Free societies like the United States accept
that openness fosters resiliency and that free
debate dissipates more hate than it stirs.

Not only does freedom of speech serve the
ends of democracy, it is also an indelible part
of human personality and human dignity.

In the words of Justice Thurgood Marshall in
the 1974 case Procunier v. Martinez:

The First Amendment serves not only the
needs of the polity but also those of the
human spirit—a spirit that demands self-ex-
pression.

Freedom of speech is intimately connected
to the human desire to think, imagine, create,
wonder, inquire, and believe.

While freedom of speech is not unlimited,
the American tradition is to view such limits
with caution and skepticism and to embrace
freedom of speech as a transcendent constitu-
tional value.

In Branzburg v. Hayes, 408 U.S. 665
(1972), Justice Douglas reminded us that:
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effective self-government cannot succeed un-
less the people are immersed in a steady, ro-
bust, unimpeded, and uncensored flow of
opinion and reporting which are continu-
ously subjected to critique, rebuttal, and re-
examination.

In other words, Mr. Chair, freedom of
speech is fundamental to the American iden-
tity and psyche.

And that is why | have proposed the Jack-
son Lee Amendment to ensure that nothing in
H.R. 1004 shall be interpreted to prohibit any
communication that is protected under the pre-
cious First Amendment to the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

| urge my colleagues to support the Jackson
Lee amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for b5 minutes

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment is unnecessary and
confusing. As I am sure my colleague
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) knows,
the Constitution is the supreme law of
the land.

The First Amendment applies to ev-
erybody in this country. We couldn’t
write a law that infringes upon the
First Amendment and have it with-
stand scrutiny by the Supreme Court
or under the Constitution, and I cer-
tainly wouldn’t support a law that did
this.

The underlying legislation is de-
signed to stop public agencies from
using your taxpayer dollars and my
taxpayer dollars for promoting one side
of an issue. It is not designed to chill
any Federal employees of First Amend-
ment rights.

In fact, the Supreme Court, in 1994,
in Waters v. Churchill, held that public
employees do have a right to free
speech. We are not going to be leaning
over people’s necks seeing what they
are putting on their personal Twitter
accounts, but we are going to say that,
if you are a government agency spend-
ing taxpayer dollars to promote a point
of view on something before your agen-
cy, that is a no-no. That is what this
underlying legislation does.

Ms. JACKSON LEE’s amendment is
simply unnecessary because we can’t
suppress the First Amendment rights
even if we want to. And we do not—I
say do not—ever want to violate the
Constitution and interfere with peo-
ple’s First Amendment rights. And, lis-
ten, I agree with the underlying intent
of my colleague’s amendment. Simply,
we can’t do it.

Unfortunately, this amendment is
not only unnecessary, it could be
harmful. If we say First Amendment
protections apply in this law, are we
going to have to go out and in every
law we pass, put in something that
says the First Amendment applies?
Come on. We already know the First
Amendment applies because the Con-
stitution is the supreme law of the
land.

So it creates unnecessary confusion
that could ultimately harm people’s
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First Amendment rights. Can you see
the lawsuits? Well, Congress didn’t say
in there it protected my First Amend-
ment right. So we would have to go and
rewrite every law on the books.

The Constitution is there and it
works. It is an unnecessary amend-
ment. So I hope my clarification that
the First Amendment applies assuages
the concerns of the gentlewoman from
Texas and she withdraws the amend-
ment. If she doesn’t, however, I am
going to have to oppose it as unneces-
sary and potentially confusing to the
entire body of law of this country.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, how
much time is remaining?

The ACTING CHAIR. The gentle-
woman from Texas has 2% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Texas
has 2% minutes remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Well, let me say
this.

Mr. Chair, first of all, before I yield
to the gentleman from the great State
of Maryland, the reason why we need
my amendment is because this deals
with speech. This regulatory bill deals
with speech, what you can say and
what you cannot say.

So this is not a reflection that we
need this in every legislative initia-
tive. I would love for it to be there. But
this is a bill that deals with what our
agencies can say. And if the Chairman
of the FCC put out all of these pro-
posals specifically so that the public

could see, just think if this bill
unclarified what the protection of the
First Amendment reiterated, his

speech would be chilled.

I am delighted to yield 30 seconds to
the distinguished gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. RASKIN).

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chair, a regime of
fear has descended on the Federal
workforce, and I have got 88,000 Fed-
eral employees in my district.

If they insist on this legislation—un-
necessary, redundant, confusing, and
chilling—at the very least, we must
pass the gentlewoman’s amendment to
say that it does not trench on the First
Amendment rights of our citizens who
are simply exercising in a viewpoint-
neutral, in a content-neutral way the
determination of the agencies to solicit
public input.

You say you support on your side the
input of the public. You say you sup-
port the intent of the amendment.
Let’s accept the amendment, and let’s
all embrace the First Amendment to-
gether.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. I would just like
to point out that Commissioner Pai’s
release of that information would not
be prohibited under this bill. It is not
advocacy. It is releasing facts. So it
would not be prohibited.

Again, the First Amendment already
applies to every law that we make in
this body and every law we have made.
The Constitution trumps what we do
here.

So, with that, I continue to argue
that this amendment is unnecessary
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and potentially confusing, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Again, Mr.
Chair, can the Chair tell us the time
remaining.

The ACTING CHAIR. The gentle-
woman from Texas has 1% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Texas
has 2 minutes remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, let
me indicate that the gentleman just
argued my point. Clarity is what we
need. My amendment provides clarity.

Again, what does this bill do? This
bill tells Federal employees about their
speech: what 1level of speech, con-
taining speech, how much speech, what
they can say, what is propaganda, what
is publicity. Therefore, I think it is im-
portant to avoid the chilling effect on
public servants who are doing the task
on behalf of the American people.

Being the American people’s defend-
ant, I believe that we should, in fact,
have this language. In Branzburg v.
Hayes, Justice Douglas reminded us
that an effective self-government can-
not succeed unless the people are im-
mersed in a steady, robust, unimpeded,
and uncensored flow of opinion and re-
porting which are continuously sub-
jected to critique, rebuttal, and reex-
amination. That is the protection of
the First Amendment.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chair, I
think the utmost clarity is in the First
Amendment. I am going to read it here.

‘““Congress shall make no law respect-
ing an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or
abridging the freedom of speech, or of
the press, or the right of the people to
peaceably assemble, and to petition the
Government for a redress of griev-
ances.”
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That applies to everything we do,
every law we make. This amendment is
unnecessary, and I urge opposition.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I am
prepared to close, and I yield myself
the balance of my time.

Let me reemphasize: Clarity in the
First Amendment cannot be a bad
thing. This bill kills speech. Let’s clar-
ify that that speech is protected by the
First Amendment to not chill the hard
work of our hardworking Federal em-
ployees trying to provide for the safety
and security of the American people.

I ask my colleagues to support the
Jackson Lee amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chair, at the
risk of sounding repetitious, the First
Amendment applies to all we do in this
body. This amendment is unnecessary.

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).
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The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Texas will be
postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in part A of House Report 115-
21 on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1 by Ms. JACKSON
LEE of Texas.

Amendment No. 2 by Mr.
FARENTHOLD of Texas.

Amendment No. 3 by Ms. JACKSON

LEE of Texas.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the minimum time for any electronic
vote after the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 180, noes 234,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 122]

AYES—180

Adams Cummings Himes
Aguilar Davis (CA) Hoyer
Barragan Dayvis, Danny Huffman
Bass DeFazio Jackson Lee
Beatty DeGette Jayapal
Bera Delaney Jeffries
Beyer DeLauro Kaptur
Bishop (GA) DelBene Keating
Blumenauer Demings Kelly (IL)
Blunt Rochester  DeSaulnier Kennedy
Bonamici Deutch Khanna
Brady (PA) Dingell Kihuen
Brownley (CA) Doggett Kildee
Bustos Doyle, Michael Kilmer
Butterfield F. Kind
Capuano Ellison 11.1 .
Carbajal Engel Krishnamoorthi

° Kuster (NH)
Cardenas Eshoo Langevin
Carson (IN) Espaillat L WA
Cartwright Esty arsen ( )
Castor (FL) Evans Larson (CT)
Castro (TX) Foster Lawrence
Cicilline Frankel (FL) Lawson (FL)
Clark (MA) Fudge Lee
Clarke (NY) Gabbard Levin
Clay Garamendi L§w1s (GA)
Cleaver Gonzalez (TX) Lieu, Ted
Clyburn Gottheimer Lipinski
Cohen Green, Al Loebsack
Connolly Green, Gene Lofgren
Conyers Grijalva Lowenthal
Correa Gutiérrez Lowey
Courtney Hanabusa Lujan Grisham,
Crist Hastings M.
Crowley Heck Lujan, Ben Ray
Cuellar Higgins (NY) Lynch
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Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Cheney
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Cooper
Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann

Pocan

Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin

Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter

NOES—234

Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill

Holding
Hollingsworth
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd

Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Joyce (OH)
Katko

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance

Latta

Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie

Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
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Smith (WA)

Soto

Speier

Suozzi

Swalwell (CA)

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
J

Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross

Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi

Tipton Walker Wilson (SC)
Trott Walorski Womack
Turner Walters, Mimi Woodall
Upton Weber (TX) Yoder
Valadao Webster (FL) Yoho
Wagner Wenstrup Young (IA)
Walberg Westerman 7eldin
Walden Williams

NOT VOTING—15

Boyle, Brendan Johnson (GA) Scott, David

F. Johnson, E. B. Taylor
Brown (MD) Jordan Wittman
Chu, Judy McGovern Young (AK)
Gallego Nadler
Hudson Rush
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Messrs. ABRAHAM, POSEY, THOM-
AS J. ROONEY of Florida, ROTHFUS,
LUETKEMEYER, and WESTERMAN
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. BROWN of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, |
was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea” on rollcall
No. 122.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR.
FARENTHOLD

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FARENTHOLD) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 263, noes 145,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 123]

AYES—263
Abraham Bustos Diaz-Balart
Aderholt Byrne Donovan
Allen Calvert Duffy
Amash Carbajal Duncan (SC)
Amodei Carter (GA) Duncan (TN)
Arrington Carter (TX) Dunn
Babin Chabot Emmer
Bacon Chaffetz Farenthold
Banks (IN) Cheney Faso
Barletta Coffman Ferguson
Barr Cole Fleischmann
Barton Collins (GA) Flores
Bera Collins (NY) Fortenberry
Bergman Comer Foxx
Biggs Conaway Franks (AZ)
Bilirakis Cook Frelinghuysen
Bishop (GA) Cooper Gabbard
Bishop (MI) Correa Gaetz
Bishop (UT) Costa Gallagher
Black Costello (PA) Gallego
Blackburn Cramer Garrett
Blum Crawford Gibbs
Bost Crist Gohmert
Brady (TX) Cuellar Gonzalez (TX)
Brat Culberson Goodlatte
Bridenstine Curbelo (FL) Gosar
Brooks (IN) Davidson Gottheimer
Brownley (CA) Dayvis, Rodney Gowdy
Buchanan Delaney Granger
Buck Denham Graves (GA)
Bucshon Dent Graves (LA)
Budd DeSantis Graves (MO)
Burgess DesJarlais Green, Gene

Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Gutiérrez
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill

Himes
Holding
Hollingsworth
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd

Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Joyce (OH)
Katko

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
Kihuen

Kind

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kuster (NH)
Kustoff (TN)
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance

Latta

Lewis (MN)
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Loudermilk
Love

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marino

Adams
Aguilar
Barragan
Beatty
Beyer
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Butterfield
Capuano
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
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Marshall
Massie
Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Moulton
Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Nolan
Nunes
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peters
Peterson
Pittenger
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen
Rosen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer

NOES—145

Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty
Evans
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Garamendi
Green, Al
Grijalva
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Kaptur
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Krishnamoorthi
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowenthal

Royce (CA)
Ruiz
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schneider
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Suozzi
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Vela
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Walz
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Napolitano
Neal
Norcross
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Richmond
Rohrabacher
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (VA)
Serrano
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Sewell (AL) Takano Velazquez
Shea-Porter Thompson (CA) Visclosky
Sherman Thompson (MS) Wasserman
Sires Titus Schultz
Slaughter Tonko Watson Coleman
Smith (WA) Torres Welch
2“9 gsongas Wilson (FL)

peier argas
Swalwell (CA)  Veasey Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—21

Bass Jordan Rush
Boyle, Brendan Keating Scott, David

F. Marchant Taylor
Brooks (AL) McGovern Waters, Maxine
Comstock Nadler Wittmén
Fitzpatrick Poe (TX) Young (AK)
Hudson Rice (NY)
Johnson, E. B. Rogers (KY)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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Mr. HIMES changed his vote from
“no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea” on rollcall No. 123.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 232,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 124]

AYES—189

Adams Clyburn Evans
Aguilar Cohen Foster
Barragan Connolly Frankel (FL)
Beatty Conyers Fudge
Bera Correa Gabbard
Beyer Costa Gallego
Bishop (GA) Courtney Garamendi
Blumenauer Crist Gonzalez (TX)
Blunt Rochester Crowley Gottheimer
Bonamici Cuellar Green, Al
Boyle, Brendan Cummings Green, Gene

F. Davis (CA) Grijalva
Brady (PA) Davis, Danny Gutiérrez
Brown (MD) DeFazio Hanabusa
Brownley (CA) DeGette Hastings
Bustos Delaney Heck
Butterfield DeLauro Higgins (NY)
Capuano DelBene Himes
Carbajal Demings Hollingsworth
Cardenas DeSaulnier Hoyer
Carson (IN) Deutch Huffman
Cartwright Dingell Jackson Lee
Castor (FL) Doggett Jayapal
Castro (TX) Doyle, Michael Jeffries
Chu, Judy F. Johnson (GA)
Cicilline Duncan (TN) Jones
Clark (MA) Engel Kaptur
Clarke (NY) Eshoo Keating
Clay Espaillat Kelly (IL)
Cleaver Esty Kennedy

Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Cheney
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Cooper
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)

Napolitano
Neal

Nolan
Norcross
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree
Pocan

Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin

Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano

NOES—232

Dunn

Ellison
Emmer
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill

Holding
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd

Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Joyce (OH)
Katko

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
Kind

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance

Sewell (AL)

Shea-Porter

Sherman

Sinema

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Soto

Speier

Suozzi

Swalwell (CA)

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Tiberi

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Upton

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

Latta
Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
J.
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
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Ross Smith (NJ) Walorski
Rothfus Smith (TX) Walters, Mimi
Rouzer Smucker Weber (TX)
Royce (CA) Stefanik Webster (FL)
Russell Stgwart Wenstrup
Rutherford Stivers Westerman
ganlf?fd %elnney (pa) Williams
calise ompson ;
Schweikert Thornberry \xllson ]((SC)
Scott, Austin Tipton omac
Woodall
Sensenbrenner Trott
Sessions Turner Yoder
Shimkus Valadao Yoho
Shuster Wagner Young (AK)
Simpson Walberg Young (IA)
Smith (MO) Walden Zeldin
Smith (NE) Walker
NOT VOTING—38
Bass Jordan Taylor
Hudson Nadler Wittman
Johnson, E. B. Rush

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York.
Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote No. 124, on
H.R. 1004, | mistakenly recorded my vote as
“no” when | should have voted “yes.”

The Acting CHAIR (Mr.
FLEISCHMANN). There being no further
amendments, under the rule, the Com-
mittee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
HULTGREN) having assumed the chair,
Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Acting Chair of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1004) to amend
chapter 3 of title 5, United States Code,
to require the publication of informa-
tion relating to pending agency regu-
latory actions, and for other purposes,
and, pursuant to House Resolution 156,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, I am op-
posed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. Jayapal moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 1004 to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform with instructions to re-
port the same back to the House forthwith
with the following amendments:

Page 6, line 13, after ‘‘Executive agency”’
insert the following: ‘‘or the President of the
United States”.
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Page 6, line 17, after ‘‘regulatory action,”
insert the following: ‘‘or that refers to a
business in which the President has an eq-
uity interest,”.

Page 7, line 1, after ‘“‘regulatory action’ in-
sert the following: ‘‘or business’’.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve a point of order against the mo-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

The gentlewoman from Washington
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, this is
the final amendment to the bill, which
will not kill the bill or send it back to
committee. If adopted, the bill will im-
mediately proceed to final passage, as
amended.

Simply put, Mr. Speaker, this amend-
ment restricts the President from mak-
ing public statements to promote his
own business interests in the same way
that the bill restricts statements by
agencies on pending rules. If we intend
to hold agencies accountable for their
statements, we should certainly be
willing to hold the President of the
United States to those same standards.
Donald Trump’s enormous web of busi-
ness interests and conflicts of interest
make it clear that it is necessary to ex-
plicitly expand this restriction to the
President.

It is deeply disturbing, Mr. Speaker,
that the President has refused to re-
lease his tax returns or create a blind
trust for the proceeds of his assets. Nu-
merous U.S. Presidents have placed
their financial holdings into a blind
trust that is managed by a trustee
without any input from the President.
This allows for the President to mini-
mize any conflicts of interest and any
suggestion that the Presidency of the
United States is being used for his own
personal profits.

This President, however, has avoided
those calls for him to sell his assets or
place them into a blind trust. Instead,
documents obtained through public
records requests show that President
Trump has moved the assets over, just
in name, to his son and a longtime em-
ployee, but that Trump himself, the
President of the United States, is the
sole beneficiary of all of those trusts.

In other words, there is no wall erect-
ed between his businesses and his Pres-
idency, and anyone who wants to buy
influence can simply do so openly. His
entire Presidency can be seen as a pro-
motion of his business interests and be
used by domestic and foreign govern-
ments to curry favor and produce ben-
efit to his personal empire.

Trump Tower in D.C. is one example
of this. The building, which is leased to
him by the Federal Government, stipu-
lates in its lease that ‘‘any elected offi-
cial of the Government of the United
States” may not derive any benefit
from that agreement. At 12:01 p.m. on
Inauguration Day, Trump was in viola-
tion of this clause. That lease should
be terminated effective immediately.

Just last week, the Kuwaiti Embassy
held its annual event to celebrate the
country’s national day at the Presi-
dent’s D.C. hotel. The event was ini-
tially scheduled to take place at the
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Four Seasons, and, in fact, a ‘‘save the
date” went out with the Four Seasons
location. But Kuwait canceled that res-
ervation just a few days after the elec-
tion, and moved the event to the Presi-

dent’s hotel after that happened.
These are not isolated instances.

They constitute a pattern of conflicts
of interest every time a foreign govern-
ment holds a reception or rents a room
at a Trump property, a problem so im-
portant to this country that it was put
into the Emoluments Clause of the
Constitution of the United States of

America.
The American people should also be

deeply concerned about conflicts of in-
terest at the President’s Mar-a-Lago
resort. On January 1, 2017, just 2
months after the election of Donald
Trump, the exclusive resort doubled its
membership initiation fee from $100,000
to $200,000. When Trump took Japanese
Prime Minister Shinzo Abe there, it
created even more free publicity for
the resort as several social media posts

were made throughout the weekend.
Conducting government affairs in

public settings not only has serious na-
tional security concerns, but indicates
that anyone who wants to be a member
of the club will have access to the
President of the United States, and the
President will personally profit off of
their membership.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have a right to know what the entire
web of conflicts of interest are, but we
have yet to get this information be-
cause we have not received—we have
yet to get any information from this
President, his tax returns, or any of
the documents that help us to ensure
that he is complying with the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica, that document that he swore to
uphold and protect, so that we can
make sure that he is not using the
highest office of this land to profit.
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The American people have the right
to demand that this President put
their interests first rather than his
own business interests.

I urge all of my colleagues to pass
this motion to recommitment and de-
mand that we uphold our Constitution,
protect this democracy and the duty of
this President to work not for the busi-

ness interests, but for we the people.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-

bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the

President.
Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, I

withdraw my point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
point of order is withdrawn.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, I

claim the time in opposition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, as
a great supporter of transparency, this
bill is designed to promote trans-

parency in executive branch agencies.
Unfortunately, I think the motion to
recommit would actually be violative
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of the Constitution. The President and
the executive branch agencies we are
seeking to regulate under this law are
creations of Congress administered by
the executive branch.

The Presidency is created by the
Constitution, and it is my belief that it
would be unconstitutional to pass this
motion to recommit. For that reason
alone, I urge my colleagues to oppose
it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage of the bill.

This is a b-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 232,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 125]

AYES—189

Adams Delaney Kihuen
Aguilar DeLauro Kildee
Barragan DelBene Kilmer
Bass Demings Kind
Beatty DeSaulnier Krishnamoorthi
Bera Deutch Kuster (NH)
Beyer Dingell Langevin
Bishop (GA) Doggett Larsen (WA)
Blumenauer Doyle, Michael Larson (CT)
Blunt Rochester F. Lawrence
Bonamici Ellison Lawson (FL)
Boyle, Brendan Engel Lee

F. Eshoo Levin
Brady (PA) Espaillat Lewis (GA)
Brown (MD) Esty Lieu, Ted
Brownley (CA) Evans Lipinski
Bustos Foster Loebsack
Butterfield Frankel (FL) Lofgren
Capuano Fudge Lowenthal
Carbajal Gabbard Lowey
Cardenas Gallego Lujan Grisham,
Carson (IN) Garamendi M.
Cartwright Gonzalez (TX) Lujan, Ben Ray
Castor (FL) Gottheimer Lynch
Castro (TX) Green, Al Maloney,
Chu, Judy Green, Gene Carolyn B.
Cicilline Grijalva Maloney, Sean
Clark (MA) Gutiérrez Matsui
Clarke (NY) Hanabusa McCollum
Clay Hastings McEachin
Cleaver Heck McGovern
Clyburn Higgins (NY) McNerney
Cohen Himes Meeks
Connolly Hoyer Meng
Conyers Huffman Moore
Cooper Jackson Lee Moulton
Correa Jayapal Murphy (FL)
Costa Jeffries Napolitano
Courtney Johnson (GA) Neal
Crowley Johnson, E. B. Nolan
Cuellar Jones Norcross
Cummings Kaptur O’Halleran
Davis (CA) Keating O’Rourke
Davis, Danny Kelly (IL) Pallone
DeFazio Kennedy Panetta
DeGette Khanna Pascrell
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Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree

Pocan

Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin

Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Cheney
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gibbs

Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema

Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Soto

Speier

Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)

NOES—232

Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Hill
Holding
Hollingsworth
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Joyce (OH)
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Nunes
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Thompson (MS)

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (TIA)
Zeldin

NOT VOTING—8

Crist Nadler Taylor
Hudson Pelosi Wittman
Jordan Rush

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
109 through 113, 118, 119, 122, 124, and
125, | was unable to cast my vote in person
due to an unexpected illness. Had | been
present, | would have voted “nay.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 246, noes 176,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 126]

AYES—246
Abraham Crawford Hill
Aderholt Crist Holding
Allen Cuellar Hollingsworth
Amash Culberson Huizenga
Amodei Curbelo (FL) Hultgren
Arrington Davidson Hunter
Babin Davis, Rodney Hurd
Bacon Denham Issa
Banks (IN) Dent Jenkins (KS)
Barletta DeSantis Jenkins (WV)
Barr DesJarlais Johnson (LA)
Barton Diaz-Balart Johnson (OH)
Bergman Donovan Johnson, Sam
Biggs Duffy Jones
Bilirakis Duncan (SC) Joyce (OH)
Bishop (GA) Duncan (TN) Katko
Bishop (MI) Dunn Kelly (MS)
Bishop (UT) Emmer Kelly (PA)
Black Farenthold King (IA)
Blackburn Faso King (NY)
Blum Ferguson Kinzinger
Bost Fitzpatrick Knight
Brady (TX) Fleischmann Kustoff (TN)
Brat Flores Labrador
Bridenstine Fortenberry LaHood
Brooks (AL) Foxx LaMalfa
Brooks (IN) Franks (AZ) Lamborn
Buchanan Frelinghuysen Lance
Buck Gaetz Latta
Bucshon Gallagher Lewis (MN)
Budd Garrett LoBiondo
Burgess Gibbs Long
Byrne Gohmert Loudermilk
Calvert Goodlatte Love
Carter (GA) Gosar Lucas
Carter (TX) Gottheimer Luetkemeyer
Chabot Gowdy MacArthur
Chaffetz Granger Marchant
Cheney Graves (GA) Marino
Coffman Graves (LA) Marshall
Cole Graves (MO) Massie
Collins (GA) Griffith Mast
Collins (NY) Grothman McCarthy
Comer Guthrie McCaul
Comstock Gutiérrez McClintock
Conaway Harper McHenry
Cook Harris McKinley
Cooper Hartzler McMorris
Correa Hensarling Rodgers
Costa Herrera Beutler McSally
Costello (PA) Hice, Jody B. Meadows
Cramer Higgins (LA) Meehan

Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Newhouse
Noem
Nunes
O’Halleran
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Panetta
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)

Adams
Aguilar
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty
Evans
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard

Hudson
Jordan
Nadler

Rogers (KY)

Rokita

Rooney, Francis

Rooney, Thomas
J

Ros-Lehtinen
Rosen
Roskam

Ross

Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik

NOES—176

Gallego
Garamendi
Gonzalez (TX)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Napolitano
Neal

NOT VOTING—T7

Pelosi
Rush
Taylor
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Stewart
Stivers
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
114 through 117, 120, 121, 123, and 126, |
was unable to cast my vote in person due to
an unexpected illness. Had | been present, |
would have voted “Yea.”

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | missed votes
on Thursday, March 2, 2017. Had | been
present, | would have voted “Nay” on rolicall
No. 122, “Yea” on rollcall No. 123, “nay” on
rollcall No. 124, “nay” on rollcall No. 125 and
“Yea” on rollcall 126.

——
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
the purpose of inquiring of the major-
ity leader the schedule for the week to
come, I yield to the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCCARTHY), the major-
ity leader and my friend.

(Mr. MCCARTHY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, no votes
are expected in the House.

On Tuesday, the House will meet at
noon for morning-hour and 2 p.m. for
legislative business. Votes will be post-
poned until 6:30.

On Wednesday and Thursday, the
House will meet at 10 a.m. for morning-
hour and noon for legislative business.

On Friday, the House will meet at 9
a.m. for legislative business. Last votes
of the week are expected no later than
3 p.m.

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider
a number of suspensions next week, a
complete list of which will be an-
nounced by close of business tomorrow.

In addition, the House will consider
several reform bills straight from our
Better Way agenda.:

First, the Fairness in Class Action
Litigation and Further Asbestos Claim
Transparency Act, sponsored by Chair-
man BOB GOODLATTE, which ensures
that only similarly injured parties can
be in the same class for purposes of a
class action suit, as well as requires
public disclosure of reports on the re-
ceipt and disposition of claims for inju-
ries based on exposure to asbestos.

Next, H.R. 725, the Innocent Party
Protection Act, sponsored by Rep-
resentative KEN BUCK, which estab-
lishes a uniform standard for deter-
mining whether a defendant has been
fraudulently joined to a lawsuit.

And third, H.R. 720, the Lawsuit
Abuse Reduction Act, sponsored by
Chairman LAMAR SMITH, which restores
accountability to our legal system by
penalizing lawyers for filing baseless
lawsuits.
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Our Federal litigation system is
plagued with broken rules that unnec-
essarily harm American businesses and
consumers. With these measures, we
will follow through on our pledge to
take on trial lawyers and crack down
on lawsuit abuse through meaningful
litigation reform.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the House will
consider the Fiscal Year 2017 Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations bill,
sponsored by Chairman RODNEY
FRELINGHUYSEN.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for that information.

The gentleman mentions the Defense
Appropriations bill is going to be
brought forward. It is my under-
standing that the text was just intro-
duced this morning. Is that accurate?

Mr. MCCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. HOYER. Do you know when it
will be marked up?

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

We passed this bill last year, working
together with others. You will see the
bill reposted, and we will vote on it
next week.

Mr. HOYER. Is the majority leader
not aware of whether there will be a
markup on the bill or will it come di-
rectly to the floor through the Rules
Committee?

Mr. MCCARTHY. It
straight to the floor.

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman just in-
dicated that this will be the bill that
we passed last year.

Mr. McCARTHY. This bill reflects
the 2017 NDAA, which passed with 375
votes in the House and 92 votes in the
Senate.

Mr. HOYER. So I am correct, then,
that the bill will be the same bill that
we passed last year? Is that accurate?

Mr. MCCARTHY. It is not the exact
same, but it reflects the work of the
NDAA. It is a bipartisan agreement. It
is also—you will find as soon as it is
posted to read all the way through it—
a reflection of the 2017 NDAA bill.

Mr. HOYER. The majority leader
may not know, and I certainly under-
stand that. We will see what dif-
ferences might exist. If there are any
substantive changes in the bill, we
would hope that it would be subjected
to a hearing or at least a markup.

But the gentleman believes there is
no substantive change. Is that accu-
rate?

Mr. McCARTHY. That is very accu-
rate. This is a bipartisan, bicameral
agreement based upon the 2017 NDAA
bill, which, if you watched, had 375
votes in the House, 92 in the Senate.

As you know as well as I do, and we
have talked many times together about
this, we cannot continue to have our
military continue further with just the
CR. If you have a continuing resolu-
tion, you now are saying that you have
to fund what was last year. You can’t
go through with what the future needs
without putting together the appro-
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priations process. And this is what we
are going through right now.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the majority
leader for that observation.

I agree with the majority leader that
subjecting the Defense Appropriations
or any other appropriation is not a ten-
able or appropriate policy to pursue.

The gentleman knows we were for an
omnibus being passed in 2016, as an om-
nibus was passed in 2015, which, there-
fore, gives the administrators of any
agency or Secretaries of any agency
the opportunity to have the ability to
plan over a period of time longer than
months.

So I certainly agree. But very frank-
ly, I want to tell the majority leader,
on our side of the aisle we are very,
very concerned that privilege will be
accorded to the defense bill.

Can the majority leader tell me
whether or not we intend to adopt and
pass, in the regular order, individual
bills—the Labor-Health bill, the Inte-
rior bill, the Agriculture bill, et cetera,
et cetera—in a similar manner? That
means considering them on their mer-
its discretely, separately, individually.

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

The gentleman knows we are work-
ing, in part, under the continuing reso-
lution short-term; but it is my inten-
tion, once we pass the FY 2017 defense
bill, I will keep Members updated on
the further floor schedule of appropria-
tions bills. It would be my goal to con-
tinue to pass the rest of the appropria-
tions bills.

Mr. HOYER. I appreciate that, Mr.
Leader, if that is your goal; and I hope
that, in fact, we can pursue that goal.
Very frankly, we believe that the sce-
nario is being set up to take care of the
defense bill.

I voted for the defense bill. I was one
of those people. I intend to vote for the
defense bill next week when it comes to
the floor, if, in fact, as the gentleman
represents, it is substantively the same
as the bill that we have already adopt-
ed.

What I am concerned about and what
Members on my side of the aisle are
very concerned about is that the re-
maining nondefense discretionary
spending bills will be substantially al-
tered from that which we would have
passed in December of last year in the
2017.

Of course, we were 4 months late
doing that—or 3 months late, at least:
October, November, and December. But
I am hopeful, Mr. Leader, that those
bills will, in fact, be considered dis-
cretely so that the American public
can see us vote on those bills and on
the priorities that are incorporated in
those bills.

Mr. Leader, it appears that the ma-
jority has stalled somewhat in their ef-
forts in a path forward on repeal of the
ACA. President Trump’s address on
Tuesday, it seems to me, didn’t offer
many details. He does say, however,
that everybody is going to be covered—
everybody—with better health care,
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cheaper. If that bill comes to the floor,
I am going to vote for it, Mr. Leader. I
want you to know that. Health care for
everybody—quality, accessible, afford-
able, and cheaper.

Now, as the majority leader knows,
the budget resolution that was passed
this year set a deadline of January 27
for committees to report legislation re-
pealing the law. It is now March 2, and
there are reports, Mr. Leader, that Re-
publicans have a draft bill that perhaps
is located in H-157, that it is not being
posted, and that Republicans have been
told they can view it in H-157.

I don’t know that I have the room
number correct, and I am not sure that
the information that I have is correct,
but I will tell you that MICHAEL BUR-
GESS, or Dr. BURGESS, on your side of
the aisle said this. He said it yesterday:
People need to have access to this doc-
ument—apparently his presumption
was he did not have access to the docu-
ment or he believed others should; not
only Members of our side of the aisle,
but also the public—and if there are
problems, let’s talk through them. It’s
been a long time in the works. Most of
the pieces that are in there, people
have seen in the past, but it does need
to be an open process.

Mr. Leader, let me repeat that. It
does need to be an open process, ac-
cording to Dr. BURGESS.

GUS BILIRAKIS says: We’re not having
a hearing or anything. We’re not hav-
ing a hearing or anything. But there’ll
be a place for us to view it, the draft.

PAUL RYAN, the Speaker, said, 3 days
ago: We’re going through the com-
mittee process. We’re doing this step
by step. We’re having public hearings.
We’re having committee work on legis-
lation. This is how the legislative proc-
ess is supposed to be designed. We are
not hatching some bill in a back
room—perhaps H-157; he didn’t say
that, I said it—and plopping it on the
American people’s front door.

Mr. Leader, you and I both were here
when the Affordable Care Act was
passed. There was a lot of talk about
the Affordable Care Act and how it was
passed in the dark of night. That was
baloney, of course. We had 79 bipar-
tisan hearings and markups over the 2
years that we considered the Afford-
able Care Act. House Members spent
nearly 100 hours in hearings, heard
from 181 witnesses from both sides of
the aisle, considered 239 amendments—
both Democratic and Republican—and
accepted 121 amendments.

The original House bill was posted
online 30 days before the first com-
mittee began their markup and more
than 100 days before the committee in-
troduced their merged bill in the
House. House Democrats posted the
House bill—that was the final process—
online 72 hours before the bill was
brought to the floor, consistent with
our rules.

Now, to my understanding, the Ways
and Means Committee has been told
this bill is going to be marked up on
Wednesday. There will not have been a
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single hearing, there will not have been
a single witness, and Members cannot,
on our side of the aisle—as I under-
stand it—see the bill today.

I don’t know where all my Tea Party
friends are who demanded full consid-
eration and that everybody read the
bill. I don’t see them out on the lawn.
I don’t see them out on the plaza. I
don’t see them out on the sidewalk as
they were when we were considering
the bill and we had those 181 witnesses,
the 100 hours of hearings that they
thought weren’t sufficient.
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I don’t know whether they will think
that having a markup next Wednesday
when the bill has not even been made
available to Democratic Members of
the House. Apparently, Republican
Members have to go to a room to see it,
and the public clearly has no idea of
what that bill is.

Mr. Leader, I hope you will tell me
that I am wrong, that there will be
hearings consistent with what Speaker
RYAN said 3 days ago. I hope you will
tell me, yes, we are going to honor
what Speaker RYAN said, that we are
going to have those hearings, we are
going to have witnesses, and we are
going to consider amendments.

All of us understand that this is one
of the biggest issues confronting the
American people. We have had hun-
dreds of thousands of people showing
up at town meetings saying how con-
cerned they are, yet, if my information
is correct, Mr. Leader, they will have
no opportunity to talk to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

I am further informed, and I hope the
majority leader says this is wrong,
that the markup will occur before the
Congressional Budget Office has the op-
portunity to say how much it is going
to cost. All this weeping and gnashing
of teeth about balanced budgets and
fiscal responsibility, a bill that affects
18 percent of the gross domestic prod-
uct, and the critical need for people to
have access to affordable, quality
health care, not one of them will have
an opportunity to know how much this
repeal will cost.

Again, Mr. Leader, I hope you are
going to be able to tell me, no, Mr.
Whip, we are going to have hearings,
we understand how important this
issue is, how much interest there is in
this country, and we are going to give
time for serious consideration, and we
are going to have witnesses come be-
fore those hearings; and then after the
witnesses, we are going to have a
markup after substantial debate and
consideration is allowed on both sides
of the aisle.

I now yield to the majority leader
with the hopes that he will be able to
give me some degree of confidence that
PAUL RYAN, our Speaker, was correct,
that we are going to follow regular
order and make a transparent consider-
ation of this piece of legislation.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. I always look for-
ward to your quotes.
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Mr. HOYER. I have some more.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Now you have gone
beyond. You now bring in rumors. I
give you credit there. You have been
here quite some time, much longer
than I. I agree with you, this is a very
big issue. That is why, for the last 6
years, we have had hearings because all
those hearings you reported, I would
have wished you would have listened
during those hearings. I would have
wished you would have been able to do
a healthcare bill that actually works.
The essence of what the ACA did, it
was about exchanges and the expansion
of Medicaid.

So my dear friend here tells me that
was a big success. What do you tell all
those people across this country? In
fact, one-third of every county in this
country now only has one health in-
surer. Humana just announced they are
pulling out. Because you love quotes so
much, let me read what the CEO of
Aetna says: ObamaCare is failing. It
has entered a ‘‘death spiral.”

With Humana pulling out, that gives
16 counties in Tennessee that have no
one to care for them. The expansion of
Medicaid—I know you are concerned
about the budget, as am I—says within
this 10-year window, in the tenth year,
it will cost us $1 trillion. You know as
well as I do that that is about the exact
amount of money we spend for all dis-
cretionary spending in government
today. We watched the ACA create 23
CO-OPs. They were provided more than
$2 billion. Eighteen of those 23 have
collapsed.

So, yes, for the last 6 years, we have
been holding hearings, we have been
listening to the public, and we have
been working on this bill. Yes, we will
go regular order. We will have a mark-
up in committee. When the bill comes
out of committee, we will take that
markup, we will go to the Committee
on the Budget because it is reconcili-
ation, and we will bring that bill to the
floor, just as the rules state we will do
that. We have waited 6 years to do this,
just as we moved one last year to the
President as well, and he vetoed it.

We cannot sit and wait for this fail-
ure to continue any longer. The health
of this country deserves something
much better. That is why we have been
spending our time, that is why we have
been working on it, and that is why we
have been listening. We have had the
wisdom to listen, but now I promise
you we will have the courage to lead.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comment. It is, therefore, ex-
traordinarily sad that we have spent 6
years with only one option that the
majority would pursue: repeal. Not fix,
not make it work better, not ensure
that people can afford their care, not
make sure that insurance companies
had the competence to stay in the mar-
ket because the market was desta-
bilized for all of its lifetime to date by
the Republicans saying all we are going
to do is repeal.

The gentleman talks about the cost.
The gentleman cannot tell me some 4
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days before he suggests passing a piece
of legislation that will affect 18 percent
of our gross domestic product what it
will cost. Why? Because he has no score
from the CBO. He can tell me all he
wants about 6 years of waiting and lis-
tening. He has no score on this bill. My
judgment is he will have no score when
he marks it up. By the way, he will
give no access, contrary to Speaker
RYAN saying that we are going to go
regular order. I reject, with all due re-
spect, Mr. Majority Leader, the fact
that we had a hearing a year ago or 2
years ago or 3 years ago, that the opin-
ion that was given at those times by
various witnesses who differed on their
conclusions, that we can apply that to
the bill that you have introduced now.

I don’t know what the bill you have
introduced is. I don’t know whether
you have introduced it or somebody
else has introduced it. I don’t even
know whether it exists. I told the gen-
tleman what I am told. He has not dis-
abused me of any of the assertions I
made. He has not disabused me that it
is not available publicly. He has not
disabused me of the fact that we can’t
see it. He has not disabused me of Dr.
BURGESS saying it ought to be seen by
everybody and considered, it should
not be in a secret room someplace that
people have to go to, like it is a secret
document. We have to go down to the
Capitol Visitor Center in the secure fa-
cilities of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence to see secret
documents. Surely that is not the
standard that we are giving to a bill
that will have such, in my view, cata-
strophic effect on individuals, on jobs,
and on businesses.

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the ma-
jority leader that I do not accept the
proposition that a hearing over 6 years
about repeal only—and I am not sure
how many hearings there were. Maybe
the majority leader knows. But I know
for a fact that proponents of the bill
were very difficult to get on the list of
witnesses that we wanted to testify at
some of those hearings. The American
people, the Tea Party, all those people
for and against who came to these
town meetings should really lament.
And, frankly, I think that the Speak-
er’s representation is not being fol-
lowed. The assertion that it was done
last year, the year before, we have a lot
of new Members in this Congress who
weren’t here. Frankly, when we have
bills introduced in Congress, we usu-
ally have hearings on them. That is the
regular order.

Now, we haven’t been following reg-
ular order on all these congressional
review acts, Mr. Leader, so maybe the
precedent nowadays is forget about
hearings because most of the bills that
we have considered during this Con-
gress have not had hearings. The rami-
fications of the repeal of these rules no
one knows. There were no hearings on
those. Frankly, we didn’t have hear-
ings on those year after year after year
in the past. So, Mr. Leader, it appears
that the representation you are mak-
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ing is we know all about this, we don’t
need hearings, we have been talking
about this stuff forever, we are just
going to act. The courage, I would sug-
gest to my friend, the courage would be
to expose these to full and fair and
open debate. That would be the cour-
age.

Now, Mr. Leader, unless you want to
respond to that, I will move on to a dif-
ferent subject.

Mr. McCARTHY. Well, I would only
like to end with this: I was here at the
same time. I know you have your his-
tory, and I have the history that I re-
member. I remember seeing the Speak-
er at that time, now your leader, say
we need to pass the bill to find out
what is in it. I remember being here
late that night. I remember a lot of
people, citizens around this building
complaining. You know what? The sad-
dest part of all that, their fears became
true. They didn’t get to keep the doc-
tor or the health plan that they were
promised. The premiums they were
told would go down $2,500, that didn’t
happen. They now find that they don’t
have the care that they were promised.
We have spent our time.

You did make a statement that there
are a lot of new people in this building.
I would argue that is a reason why
there are a lot of new people in this
building, the ACA and the way you car-
ried it out. That is why we did not do
that. You stipulated a little earlier,
trying to state about a 3-day rule. That
wasn’t your rule. That is a rule we in-
stituted and changed when we became
the majority, Mr. Speaker.

So we will have regular order. We
will have regular order. We will take it
through committee, we will have it
open for debate, and we will bring it to
the floor because we promised the
American people, and we will keep our
promise, just as the President, as you
heard just this week, talked about the
reform. We will protect preexisting
conditions. We will make sure those
who are 26 or younger can stay on their
parents’ plan. The bans or lifetime lim-
its, we will protect those like we have
always said we would. We will create a
healthcare bill that actually empowers
the individual, not more government.
We will actually lower the premiums.
That is the difference between us. We
can have those debates, and I welcome
them, because I think history will
show your hearings and our hearings.
But, at the end of the day, I want the
history to show who actually did a bet-
ter job of providing health care to the
American people at a lower cost.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Leader, you can be
assured that history will show that.
Can I see the bill today?

Mr. McCCARTHY. You are not on that
committee, so you can look at it when
we mark it up.

Mr. HOYER. In other words, they will
mark it up before anybody in the pub-
lic, including a Member of the House of
Representatives——

Mr. McCCARTHY. No.

Mr. HOYER. Before then, we cannot
see it.
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Mr. McCARTHY. If the gentleman
yields, I will answer his question.

Mr. HOYER. Is that what the gen-
tleman is telling me?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. It is similar to
every other bill we move. They will
post it before they mark it up so every-
body can see it and debate it.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Leader, reclaiming
my time, that is not regular order. I
have been here a long time. You have
been here a long time. That is not reg-
ular order. Regular order is you intro-
duce a bill, you go up to this desk, and
you put a bill in. We don’t follow that
very much, but that is regular order. It
is then printed. It is referred to a com-
mittee. The public can see it as soon as
it is printed. It goes to the committee.
They establish a hearing. The wit-
nesses then come before the committee
and testify as to its positive and nega-
tive aspects. The committee then
schedules a markup. It may even be the
same day after the hearing, I get that.
And then they mark it up. But the bill
has been given to the public and to
Members, invariably under regular
order, substantially before that hap-
pens.

You are telling me, as I understand
it, Mr. Leader, I cannot see the bill
today, 5 days before it is scheduled to
be marked up. Is that accurate?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. Have you seen a
scheduled markup? I didn’t have it in
my list. I don’t announce markups, but
apparently this is another rumor you
may have heard.

Mr. HOYER. Is the leader telling me
that he does not know personally
whether a markup is scheduled on the
Affordable Care Act repeal next week?

I yield to my friend.
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Mr. McCCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for asking. That is a question
to the chairman. I simply provide you
the schedule for next week.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman,
but that was not my question, whether
the chairman of the committee knows.
Maybe the gentleman does not know,
in which case he can say no.

My question is: Does the gentleman
know whether a markup is scheduled
for next week in the Ways and Means
Committee on the repeal of the Afford-
able Care Act?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

That is an action of the committees,
and they will list as soon as they are
prepared to do their markups.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I don’t
know whether that is a “‘yes’ or a ‘‘no”
or “I don’t intend to tell you,” but it
certainly does not tell me whether the
majority leader knows that.

I would suggest to the chairman of
the committee, though, Mr. Speaker,
that the majority leader ought to be
informed of what the committee is
doing on such an important issue.
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I am just informed that while the
majority leader may not know, The
Hill newspaper knows and says:
ObamaCare reconciliation markup on
track for next week.

They, perhaps, heard the same rumor
I have heard, Mr. Leader.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Will the gentleman
yield for one moment?

The gentleman understands that this
is coming through reconciliation, and
reconciliation is created through com-
mittee, not by submitting a bill. So
this is regular order.

I thank the gentleman for his con-
cern, and I thank the gentleman for
the last 6 years that we have had con-
cerns about this. I will provide the gen-
tleman with a number of hearings. In
Energy and Commerce this year alone,
they have had hearings and they have
had votes on markups on improve-
ments and changes to our healthcare
system. If the gentleman would like, I
will provide those to him at a later
date.

But when it comes to reconciliation,
committees will move that. When it
goes through the committees, it will
then go to the Budget Committee, and
then it will come to the floor. That is
regular order, and that is what we are
following.

Mr. HOYER. I ask you: Do you expect
the Budget Committee to have a hear-
ing on it?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. I expect to follow
regular order. When a bill goes through
Energy and Commerce and a bill comes
through Ways and Means, it will then
go for markup inside the Budget Com-
mittee, and then come to the floor.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

I will close on this subject, unless the
majority leader would like to make a
comment. He does know I like quotes.

Mr. Leader, you said the following:

This bill is being pushed through because
the majority in the Congress refuse to listen
to the people.

You said that on March 2, 2010. You
were referring, of course, to us Demo-
crats who refused to listen to the
American people, because your pre-
sumption was the American people was
not for the proposition we were pro-
moting.

There were two candidates for Presi-
dent who got major votes in this elec-
tion. One was Hillary Clinton, who
said: I want to keep the Affordable
Care Act. And one was Donald Trump,
who said: I want to get rid of the Af-
fordable Care Act. Although, he has
said then and now that he wants to
have everybody covered at a cheaper
price with assured benefits. As I said,
we would support a bill like that.

Of those two candidates that were
running, one got 65 million votes and
one got 62 million votes. Now, the one
who got 62 million votes won the elec-
tion. Why? Because of the electoral
college. He is the legitimate elected
President of the United States. I do not
question that at all. But it ought to
give some degree of humility that he
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got 3 million less votes than the person
that espoused policies other than those
espoused by President Trump. It ought
to give some pause to let the American
people into the process and testify.

I will tell the gentleman that what
the Republican Party is recommending
in repeal of the ACA will have very
substantial consequences. You may
think they are positive, I may think
they are negative, but I hope neither
one of us think that that won’t have
very substantial consequences for our
country. In that context, we ought to
have allowed, and we ought to allow,
the people of this country to testify on
those consequences.

Again, I will move on, unless the gen-
tleman wants to make an additional
comment.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

I just didn’t know that 4 months
later we were still going to litigate
who won the election. It has always
been the electoral college.

I know the gentleman likes to make
a lot of quotes, but I think if you take
my quote and you look at the date and
you want to go back in time and you
look at the polling, I think my quote is
right. I think the American people
were at that exact same position.

You talk about consequences. The
ACA has a tremendous amount of con-
sequences on the American public, and,
unfortunately, they haven’t been posi-
tive. Some have, but the majority have
not. That is why a number of people
today, one-third of this Nation of the
counties, 1,022, only have one
healthcare provider.

I listened to our President just this
week right down this well. I know you
haven’t commented about that or
quoted anything he said there, but I
listened to other people who com-
mented about that, people who are on
different sides of the aisle who I know
did not vote for him.

Mr. Speaker, Van Jones, I know the
man well. He and I philosophically dis-
agree. But he said that night, listening
to President Trump, that he became
America’s President.

So I just say to my friend across the
aisle, Mr. Speaker, that I think 4
months is long enough to decide who
won the race, and we don’t have to
come back to this. If we really want
this country to come together, I don’t
think that type of questioning on this
floor is productive. I think it is time to
come together as one Nation and start
solving these problems, but not try to
bring back up and litigate who really
won the election.

Mr. HOYER. There are so many com-
ments I could make in response to
that.

No one today on this floor is ques-
tioning the legitimacy of President
Trump’s Presidency—period. What I
said was that more people voted for the
candidate who wanted to keep the ACA
than voted for the candidate who want-
ed to repeal the ACA.
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Secondly, if the gentleman refers to
the polls of his quote in 2010, then I can
refer to the polls today, which show
that the majority of respondents be-
lieve that the ACA should be retained
until and unless an acceptable replace-
ment is provided.

The gentleman talks about 6 years.
Not once in those 6 years, not once, has
the majority party offered a com-
prehensive replacement for the Afford-
able Care Act. They have talked about
it.

By the way, on the 26-year-olds and
on the preexisting conditions, the re-
peal bills didn’t say we were going to
keep the preexisting conditions or the
26 age or the lifetime limits or the an-
nual limits or the drug discounts for
senior citizens. It didn’t say any of
that. It said repeal the ACA.

So the polling data today, Mr. Speak-
er, is that more people want to keep
the ACA prior to the consideration and
adoption of a replacement than want to
repeal it. I agree with you, that is a
change from 2010. And the reason it is
a change is because they are now look-
ing at it very carefully. They are fig-
uring out what, in fact, it has done for
them and their families and for their
children who had preexisting condi-
tions and for their access to affordable
health care, and they are saying: We
are taking a second look.

They do not now reflect that poll to
which the gentleman referred that is
now 7 years old and, very frankly, last
year’s poll. Now they look at it dif-
ferently.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, if I
could just tell my friend, when I refer
to a poll, I mean the main poll of elec-
tion day. If I look at what happened on
2010 and I look at what took place in
this last election, you are correct, one
side campaigned on repealing and re-
placing ObamaCare. This is only the
third time since World War II that the
American public entrusted that to a
Republican Party who have a majority
in the House, a majority in the Senate,
and the Presidency.

So, yes, that is the poll I was looking
at; the same as what transpired in 2010.
That was the cornerstone and the foun-
dation of what people said in that last
election.

We are moving forward on that our
promise. We have been working on this
for more than 6 years with hearings,
townhalls, and listening. We are going
through reconciliation, the regular
order. So the committees will mark up,
send it in to the Committee on Budget,
where they will do a markup, and then
it will come to the floor.

I thank the gentleman for his con-
cern.

Mr. HOYER. Well, I think that is
some degree of clarity in terms of the
markup, and no hearing, no witnesses,
and I presume no CBO score to tell us
how much that legislation is going to
cost.

Now, Mr. Leader, two things. One is
certainly less global and impactful,
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but, nevertheless, important. I am sure
the gentleman met with the Governors
when they were in town, as I did. They
met on a bipartisan basis. I met with a
lot of the Republican Governors and
Democratic Governors together.

They are very concerned, as you
know, not only about the ACA—which
we talked about, which they have great
concerns of the impact on their States,
Republicans and Democrats, of the re-
peal of the Medicaid expansion, in par-
ticular, the impact it will have on
them and their people—but they also
are very concerned about the Market-
place Fairness Act.

That is simply, frankly, trying to
protect small businesses so that they
can compete, the local mom and pop
store can compete with the online ven-
dors so that everybody would have to
pay the sales tax, whatever the State
sales tax is. That bill, I believe, enjoys
the majority support in this House. I
think it has enjoyed the majority sup-
port since it passed the Senate pretty
handedly.

Does the gentleman know whether or
not that bill is going to be considered
at any point in time in the near term?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, we did meet with a
bipartisan group of Governors, and
that was one of the discussions as well.
It is not scheduled at this time, but we
will continue to work on that in com-
mittee. Our hope is to be able to find a
solution in committee and be able to
move that forward.

Mr. HOYER. Lastly, Mr. Speaker, 1
want to say to my friend, the majority
leader, that I look forward to working
with him. I see that he recently ob-
served that the attorney general ought
to recuse himself in dealing with issues
of the relationship between the admin-
istration during the course of the cam-
paign and Russia, which the intel-
ligence community has said interfered
in America’s election.

All of us ought to be concerned about
that—a foreign government interfering
in our democracy; particularly, a gov-
ernment that is hostile to our inter-
ests; particularly, a government led by
Mr. Putin, who has committed inter-
national crimes, who, contrary to
international law, invaded Crimea,
still holds Crimea inconsistent with
international law, and has been sanc-
tioned. Hopefully, those sanctions will
stay in place.

I agree with the gentleman that, at
the very least, the attorney general
ought to recuse himself. I have asked
him to step down.

But we need to have, Mr. Speaker, an
independent Dbipartisan commission
with subpoena power, similar to the 9/
11 Commission, for the security of our
country and, yes, for the confidence
building for our President to see what,
in fact, were the relationships between
his campaign and Russia and to what
extent Russia involved itself in trying
to impact on the elections of the
United States.
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I don’t have anything further to say.
Unless the gentleman wants to say
something, I will yield back.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

This is a matter for investigation by
the House Intelligence Committee. For
years, we have investigated Putin’s
hostile international actions.

Just so the gentleman does know,
Mr. Speaker, this week, Chairman
NUNES and Ranking Member SCHIFF ap-
proved the scope of their committee’s
inquiry into Russia’s measures of tar-
geting in the 2016 election. I support
this bipartisan investigation. I have
great faith that the committee will
fully investigate all of the evidence
and follow the facts wherever they
lead.

I know the gentleman, Mr. Speaker,
made comments in regards to the at-
torney general. Attorney General Ses-
sions stated this morning that when-
ever it is appropriate, he will recuse
himself. I agree with those remarks.

As far as the ongoing investigation
into Russia, I would, again, direct my
friend to the bipartisan effort that is
underway in the House Intelligence
Committee.
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the majority
leader for his comments.

Let me say that I was very dis-
appointed to learn that Mr. NUNES, at
the request of the administration,
talked to members of the press before
the investigations have occurred, be-
fore they have heard a single witness,
to say that he really thought this was
not a matter that really needed careful
consideration. That is not a quote. I
characterized what I read his comment
to mean to the press.

In addition, I understand the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security was also
requested, and the FBI, to talk to the
press to tamp down interest in those.
The American people need to be very
concerned about these issues. Every
Member of this Congress, a separate
and coequal branch of the Government
of the United States, ought to be very
concerned about that.

The Bible says that the truth will set
us free. And the truth will give us con-
fidence. And the truth should be known
by the American people.

The problem I have with the Intel-
ligence Committee is that the Intel-
ligence Committee—most of the infor-
mation they gather is not available to
the public. I don’t know what they will
do moving forward.

But we found in the 9/11 Commission
a perfect example of a commission
equally divided with two extraor-
dinarily respected co-chairs that got to
the bottom and made significant rec-
ommendations, most of which—almost
all of which—were adopted in a bipar-
tisan fashion by this Congress.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would hope that
we would pursue that not in lieu of the
Intelligence Committee—not in lieu of
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the Intelligence Committee—but in ad-
dition to.

Benghazi, we had seven committees,
and you thought on your side of the
aisle that wasn’t enough, so you spent
some $4 million on an additional spe-
cial committee to find exactly the
same conclusion.

So, in this case I do not oppose the
work of the Intelligence Committee,
but I certainly believe the American
people would expect and would want a
similar bipartisan commission as they
saw work on the 9/11 tragedy to give
them the confidence that Russia is not
in any way undermining the independ-
ence of our government or undermining
the democracy that we hold so dear.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

——————

ADJOURNMENT FROM THURSDAY,
MARCH 2, 2017, TO MONDAY,
MARCH 6, 2017

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 4 p.m. on Monday, March 6,
2017.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BACON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

———

CELEBRATING THE 105TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE GRAND CAN-
YON STATE

(Mr. BIGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Speaker, on Feb-
ruary 14, my home State of Arizona
celebrated its 105th year as a member
of the United States. The Grand Can-
yon State is an incredible State to
raise a family in, to live in, and to play
in.

There is so much to love about Ari-
zona. We have over 300 days of sun-
shine. We enjoy the cool pines of Flag-
staff; the rustic and historic towns of
Prescott, Show Low, and Tombstone,
which give perspective into Arizona’s
first days as a State; and we greatly
benefit from the agricultural city and
county of Yuma.

Arizona’s lakes, mountains, forests,
and skies provide countless activities
throughout the year for natives and
visitors alike. Arizona also enthusiasti-
cally hosts spring training, Super
Bowls, college football playoff games,
and the Waste Management Open,
which many call ‘“The Greatest Show
on Grass.”

Most of all, I love the people of Ari-
zona. Arizonans are diverse, patriotic,
and fiercely independent people. They
bring so much talent and potential to
our communities. I am deeply honored
to serve my constituents in Chandler,
Gilbert, Mesa, Sun Lakes, and Queen
Creek.

After a long week in Washington, I
cannot wait to step off the plane into
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the fresh, free Arizona air. It is the
greatest State in the Union, and I will
always be proud to call Arizona my
home.

Happy birthday, State 48.

—————

ATTORNEY GENERAL JEFF
SESSIONS AND RUSSIA

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today after news that the Attorney
General, Jeff Sessions, lied under oath
about his multiple contacts with high-
er level officials from the Russian Gov-
ernment.

The American people deserve full an-
swers from the FBI on the ever-grow-
ing list of Trump administration offi-
cials with reckless and dangerous ties
to Russia. The 2016 attack by Russia on
U.S. democratic institutions, election
systems, and political parties rep-
resents an international crime against
liberty.

We still don’t know the full extent of
Russia’s attacks. Thus, it is essential
that the FBI, which reports to the At-
torney General, be absolutely free of
any political pressure. Congress must
empower an independent investigatory,
bipartisan commission to discover the
truth. And the administration must ap-
point a special prosecutor free of polit-
ical influence by the executive branch.

Any investigation must be empow-
ered to thoroughly probe Russia’s ac-
tions against our Nation’s elections
and must unearth any individuals who
aided and abetted Russia in further-
ance of its nefarious objectives. With-
out question, it is essential that our
FBI and Justice Department be abso-
lutely free of any political influence by
the Attorney General.

The American people are owed the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth. Toward restoring integrity,
the Attorney General should resign in
view of his misleading answers about
Russia during his Senate confirmation
hearing.

Truth will out.

————

COMPREHENSIVE EVERGLADES
RESTORATION PLAN

(Mr. MAST asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MAST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of including Everglades res-
toration in the President’s infrastruc-
ture plan for America.

The Comprehensive Everglades Res-
toration Plan is the most ambitious
ecosystem restoration ever attempted
and represents the ultimate infrastruc-
ture package for Florida, but many
critical projects designed to add harm-
ful Lake Okeechobee discharges and
algal blooms into my community are
far behind where they should be and be-
coming far more costly by the delay in
full funding.

The President has touted his record
of building world-class projects ahead
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of schedule and under budget; so I am
calling on him to create an Everglades
restoration infrastructure task force,
secure the full funding, and accelerate
the CERP projects to completion.

Mr. Speaker, my constituents have
waited long enough to realize the mas-
sive benefits of Everglades restoration.
Now let’s seize this moment and put
this President and this Congress to
work to finish the job.

——————

UNDERSTAND THE LEGAL
MARIJUANA INDUSTRY

(Ms. TITUS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, earlier this
week, Attorney General Sessions stat-
ed we won’t be a better, healthier Na-
tion if marijuana is sold at every cor-
ner grocery store. His Justice Depart-
ment also signaled that it would raid a
marijuana industry convention being
held on tribal lands in my State of Ne-
vada.

While it is pretty clear that the At-
torney General has some other prob-
lems to worry about now, I would note
that his statement and his depart-
ment’s actions demonstrate a complete
lack of understanding of the legal
marijuana industry.

The industry, which is highly regu-
lated in States that have chosen to le-
galize marijuana, does, indeed, face
challenges in banking, taxes, adver-
tising, security, and working with vet-
erans. These need to be addressed by
Congress.

But in the meantime, I invite Mr.
Sessions: Come to Nevada. Meet with
members of the industry. Find out how
it really works before you make rash
decisions about enforcement that will
counter the votes of many people
across this country.

————

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT AND MEGAN
TRINKLEY AND MISSION FIRST
HOUSING GROUP VOLUNTEERS
AND SUPPORTERS

(Mr. MEEHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to Robert and
Megan Trinkley and the many sup-
porters and volunteers of the Mission
First Housing Group, which places
homeless veterans in need in safe, af-
fordable, and sustainable housing.

Last Friday evening, I had the great
pleasure to be present at the third an-
nual Homes for Heroes fundraising
event in Delaware County, Pennsyl-
vania. I joined the Trinkleys and iconic
radio personality and Vietnam veteran
John DeBella and hundreds of commu-
nity supporters who were all com-
mitted to quality housing for our vets.

The Homes for Heroes event was
founded in 2015 as a way for the
Trinkleys to honor the memory of
Megan’s late father, a United States

H1489

Air Force veteran. Homes for Heroes
raised more than $40,000 last year and
surpassed that number this year.

Mr. Speaker, on any given night,
some 40,000 of our veterans are home-
less, and that is too many. But thanks
to the work of Robert and Megan
Trinkley and all of those who have sup-
ported Homes for Heroes, some three
dozen veterans right now in our region
sleep in safe, affordable housing.

I am grateful for their efforts, and I
applaud them for their service to the
homeless veterans to assure that no
hero he is left behind.

——————

CELEBRATING WOMEN HELPING
WOMEN

(Ms. GABBARD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, as we
kick off Women’s History Month, I
want to recognize Women Helping
Women, celebrating 40 years of service
to the people in my district of Maui
County.

Since its founding in 1977, Women
Helping Women has been an indispen-
sable source of strength and support
for survivors of domestic violence in
Maui County, many of whom have fled
courageously away from life-threat-
ening situations with nothing more
than the clothes on their backs, a few
dollars in their pockets, and the desire
to live without fear. Many of these
women flee with young children and
have no one to turn to and nowhere to
go0.

Each year, this organization serves
more than 1,500 women, men, and chil-
dren on the Islands of Maui and Lanai
through a variety of programs,
projects, and activities focused on di-
rect intervention, shelter, advocacy,
education, empowerment, and preven-
tion.

Mahalo to Women Helping Women,
and congratulations on reaching this
40th anniversary year.

EXPRESSING GRATITUDE TO
SHERIFF’S DEPUTY WES HARPER

(Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to recognize the actions of
Clark County, Indiana, Sheriff’s Dep-
uty Wes Harper.

On the evening of February 21, Dep-
uty Harper was dispatched to a call for
an unconscious person. While en route,
Deputy Harper’s dispatcher advised
him that this individual was, in fact, a
9-month-old child, and it was possible
that the child had drowned.

Wasting no time, Deputy Harper ar-
rived on scene, scooped the infant up
into his arms, and dove back into the
patrol vehicle with an ambulance still
minutes away. As his fellow officer
drove to Kosair Children’s Hospital,
Deputy Harper provided CPR to the un-
conscious infant. As they pulled into
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the hospital, the infant regained con-
sciousness and began to breathe on its
own. The infant was released from the
hospital the following day.

When asked about how this call had
affected his mindset for the rest of his
shift, Deputy Harper was, as he always
is, humble and expressed how glad and
thankful he was that the young child
would be all right.

Deputy Wes Harper’s quick thinking
and selfless action speak volumes of
the training of Clark County’s first re-
sponders, as well as their devotion to
Hoosiers all the way across Clark
County. His actions are a prime exam-
ple of the high standards and traditions
of law enforcement officers everywhere
across this country.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of Indiana’s
Ninth District, I would like to express
our gratitude to Clark County Sheriff’s
Deputy Wes Harper for his lifesaving
actions.

———

RECOGNIZING NATIONAL COLOREC-
TAL CANCER AWARENESS
MONTH

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize March 2017 as Na-
tional Colorectal Cancer Awareness
Month.

This month offers us an opportunity
to raise awareness about colorectal
cancer and to recommit to taking ac-
tion against this disease. Colorectal
cancer is one of the most preventable
forms of cancer, yet it remains the sec-
ond leading cause of cancer death
among men and women, combined, in
the United States.

This year, more than 130,000 individ-
uals in the United States will be diag-
nosed with colorectal cancer. Approxi-
mately 50,000 more will die from it. Too
often, individuals are forced to forego
screening because of high insurance
costs. In order to get more people
screened and save lives, we need to
break down the financial barriers to
treatment.

Last month, I joined the Congress-
man CHARLIE DENT and LEONARD LANCE
to introduce the Removing Barriers to
Colorectal Cancer Screening Act. Our
bill eliminates colonoscopy cost-shar-
ing for Medicare patients so that every
patient has access to this lifesaving
treatment.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot let cost
stand in the way of care. I urge Con-
gress to quickly advance this legisla-
tion. Patients are counting on it.

———
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EMPLOYEES UNDER
INVESTIGATION

(Mr. GOHMERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, some-
thing that has not gotten nearly
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enough attention in the media con-
cerns security. We know that there
were people working—Imran Awan,
Abid Awan, Jamal Awan, Hina Alvi,
Natalia Sova—and I have heard that
one of these has fled back to Pakistan
since being investigated.

They worked on Democratic com-
puter systems. And although we have
been told, “Well, they couldn’t get into
the SCIF and get into the classified
section,” they had access to congres-
sional computers. I am told that if you
can get access to one Congress Mem-
ber’s Outlook program, you can easily
hack into many others.

This has got to be investigated. It ap-
pears to be a major crime and a major
breach of trust in the House.

I hope my friends across the aisle
that use these people will step forward
and help us plug the hole.

—————

SMASH VECTOR-BORNE DISEASES

(Mr. SOTO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SOTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to ask my colleagues to help smash
Zika and other vector-borne diseases.

It is my privilege to reintroduce the
bipartisan Strengthening Mosquito
Abatement for Safety and Health Act,
or SMASH Act. H.R. 1310 has over 14
cosponsors already, both Democrats
and Republicans, coming together to
tackle this great challenge.

As we saw last year, in Florida, Puer-
to Rico, across Latin America, and be-
yond, mosquito-borne diseases are con-
stantly evolving and can quickly have
new and devastating consequences. We
thought we knew Zika, but then it
changed. So we have to stay a step
ahead.

That is what the SMASH Act does. It
keeps us ahead of perennial threats
like Zika, West Nile, and other diseases
by expanding programs for mosquito-
borne and vector-borne disease surveil-
lance and control.

Investing and fighting all these dis-
eases together will protect the health
of countless Americans and save us
money down the road.

The scientists and public health ex-
perts at the Centers for Disease Con-
trol in my home State know the tools
they need. Colleagues, let’s get to-
gether and give it to them.

————

REFUGEES WANT TO LIVE IN
PEACE

(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, it has
been a little more than a day since our
President addressed this body for the
first time. Many of us hoped that
President Trump would finally lay out
a positive vision for America. Instead,
the address flamed the fears about im-
migrants and refugees.

I invited Syrian refugee Bothina
Matar as my guest to the joint session
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to show our President that, despite
false claims, refugees approved through
our vigorous vetting program simply
want to live in peace.

After speaking with Bothina about
her family’s experience in Syria and at
a Jordanian refugee camp, it is clear
that our refugee program is success-
fully completing its mission.

After Bothina and her family were
first referred as potential candidates
for resettlement, they endured a rig-
orous 18-month-long vetting process.
Only then was the family offered the
opportunity to seek refuge in Dallas
and put on the path to self-sufficiency.

Our country is welcoming, and it is a
place that, despite what the President
and House Republicans claim, we can
both protect the American people and
extend our hand to the most vulnerable
amongst us.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR OF
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Chair of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure; which was read and, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Appropriations:

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, March 1, 2017.
Hon. PAUL RYAN,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On February 28, 2017,
pursuant to section 3307 of Title 40, United
States Code, the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure met in open ses-
sion to consider eight resolutions provided
by the General Services Administration at
the request of the Department of Veterans
Affairs (VA). The Committee has authorized
these leases to be executed pursuant to
GSA’s leasing authority in accordance with
the provisions of the Public Buildings Act.

The Committee continues to work to re-
duce the cost of federal property and leases.
The eight resolutions considered are part of
the VA’s Construction, Long Range Capital
Plan and include consolidations and reloca-
tion of existing space to improve the VA’s
delivery of healthcare.

I have enclosed copies of the resolutions
adopted by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure on February 28,
2017.

Sincerely,
BILL SHUSTER,
Chairman.
Enclosures.

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

LEASE—U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS, NEW PORT RICHEY, FLORIDA

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, that pursuant to 40 U.S.C. §3307,
a lease of up to 114,000 net usable square feet
of space, and 770 parking spaces, for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for a Commu-
nity Based Outpatient Clinic in New Port
Richey, Florida to replace and consolidate
five existing leases at a proposed unserviced
annual cost of $3,876,000 for a lease term of
up to 20 years, a prospectus for which is at-
tached to and included in this resolution.
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Approval of this prospectus constitutes au-
thority to execute an interim lease for all
tenants, if necessary, prior to the execution
of the new lease.

Provided that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the lease contract(s) shall in-
clude a purchase option that can be exercised
at the conclusion of the firm term of the
lease.
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Provided further, that the delineated area of
the procurement is identical to the delin-
eated area included in the prospectus, exrcept
that, if it is determined that the delineated
area of the procurement should not be iden-
tical to the delineated area included in the
prospectus, an explanatory statement shall
be provided to the Committee on Transpor-

H1491

tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives prior to exercising any lease
authority provided in this resolution.

Provided further, that the design of the out-
patient clinic shall be consistent with the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs’ Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic Prototype
Proposed Layouts.
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US. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
NEW PORT RICHEY, FL

Prospectus Number: PFL-01-VA17
Congressional District: 12

Executive Summary

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) proposes a consolidated outpatient
clinic lease of approximately 114,000 net usable square feet (NUSF) for the U.S.
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). This action will consolidate five separate
outpatient facilities in New Port Richey, Florida.

The lease will provide continued services for the New Port Richey veteran community

and provide the necessary expansion services to meet current and projected health care
service delivery gaps in the market.

Description

Occupant: Veterans Affairs

Current NUSF 53,565

Estimated Maximum NUSF: 114,000

Expansion/Reduction NUSF: 60,435 (expansion)

Estimated Maximum RSF: 153,900

Expiration Dates of Current Lease(s): 9/30/2018, 12/31/2018, 11/18/2018,
4/7/2019, 6/30/2019.

Proposed Maximum Leasing Authority:  Up to 20 years

Delineated Area; North: State Route 52 (starting at Highway

: 19 and extending east to Suncoast Parkway

(Route 589))

South: Pasco County Line (starting at
Suncoast Parkway (Route 589) and
extending west to Highway 19)

East: Suncoast Parkway (Route 589)
(starting at State Route 52 and extending
south to the Pasco County Line)

West: Highway 19 (starting at the Pasco
County Line and extending north to State

Road 52)
Number of Official Parking Spaces: 770
Scoring: Operating Lease
Current Total Annual Cost: 51,453,820 (leases effective 10/1/1998,

1/1/2009, 11/19/2008, 4/8:2009, 7/12016)
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PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
NEW PORT RICHEY, FL

Prospectus Number: PFL-01-VA17
Congressional District: 12

Current Total Unserviced Annual Cost:  $922,484

Estimated Unserviced Rental Rate': $34.00 per NUSF
Estimated Total Unserviced Annual $3,876,000
Cost

Justification

A new lease 114,000 NUSF lease in New Port Richey will replace and consolidate the
five existing leases in the New Port Richey market including the 38,219 NUSF Port
Richey Specialty Outpatient Clinic; the 792 NUSF Port Richey Eye Clinic; the 5,276
NUSF Port Richey Mental Health Clinic; the 6,078 NUSF Port Richey Home-Based
Primary Care facility; and the 3,200 NUSF Port Richey Dental Clinic.

The current space in these facilities is insufficient to meet the projected needs of the
veteran community. Space limitations and an increase in workload limit veterans’ access
to services in a timely manner. Additionally, the existing locations have safety and
security deficiencies,

The new facility will enhance VA outpatient services by closing space and utilization
gaps identified in the Strategic Capital Investment Planning process and will provide a
single location in the New Port Richey area to serve the outpatient care needs of veterans
and their families, The new lease will allow VA to expand its current Primary Care,
Mental Health, Specialty Care, Eye Clinic, Home Based Primary Care, and Dental
services to veterans in a right-sized, state-of-the-art, energy efficient health care facility.

The expansion of those services, particularly Mental Health services, would support
VA’s targeted goal of eliminating veteran homelessness. Compared to the current
configuration of five existing clinics, the consolidation into a single facility would
generate operational efficiencies and economies of scale and improve veteran satisfaction
by offering needed clinical services at one centralized location. The consolidated lease
will also provide economies of scale and overall operating efficiencies resulting in
significant cost savings in utilities, transportation, general supply procurement and a
reduction of outsourced staffing,

! This estimate is for fiscal year 2018 and may be escalated by 2.0 percent annually to the effective date of the lease to
account for inflation. The proposed rental rate is unserviced and excludes all operating expenses, whether paid by the
!essor or directly by the Government.

* New leases may contain an escalation clause to provide for annual changes in real estate taxes and operating costs.
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Prospectus Number: PFL-01-VA17
Congressional District: 12

Resolutions of Approval

Resolutions adopted by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works approving this prospectus will
constitute approval to make appropriations to lease space in a facility that will yield the
required net usable area.

Interim Leasing

The Government will execute such interim leasing actions as are necessary to ensure
continued housing prior to the effective date of the new lease. It is in the best interest of
the Government to avert the financial risk of holdover tenancy.

Certification of Need

The proposed project is the best solution to meet a validated Government need.

Submitted at Washington, DC, on December 21, 2016

Recommended:
Commissioner, Public Buildings Service
4&%« d/" y, A
Approved:

Administrator, General Services Administration



March 2, 2017

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

LEASE—U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS, OAHU, HAWAII

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, that pursuant to 40 U.S.C. §3307,
a lease of up to 66,000 net usable square feet
of space, and 528 parking spaces, for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for a Health
Care Center in Oahu, Hawaii at a proposed
unserviced annual cost of $3,392,400 for a
lease term of up to 20 years, a prospectus for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

which is attached to and included in this res-
olution.

Approval of this prospectus constitutes au-
thority to execute an interim lease for all
tenants, if necessary, prior to the execution
of the new lease.

Provided that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the lease contract(s) shall in-
clude a purchase option that can be exercised
at the conclusion of the firm term of the
lease.

Provided further, that the delineated area of
the procurement is identical to the delin-
eated area included in the prospectus, except

H1495

that, if it is determined that the delineated
area of the procurement should not be iden-
tical to the delineated area included in the
prospectus, an explanatory statement shall
be provided to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives prior to exercising any lease
authority provided in this resolution.

Provided further, that the design of the out-
patient clinic shall be consistent with the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs’ Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic Prototype
Proposed Layouts.
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PROSPECTUS —~ LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
OAHU, HI

Prospectus Number: PHI-01-VA17
Congressional District: 1,2

Executive Summary

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) proposes an outpatient clinic lease of
approximately 66,000 net usable square feet (NUSF) for the U.S. Department of Veterans

Affairs (VA), in Oahu, HI. The lease will enable the VA Pacific Island Health Care
System to more efficiently provide services to veterans located on the island.

Description

Occupant: Veterans Affairs

Current NUSF 0

Estimated Maximum NUSF: 66,000

Estimated Maximum RSF: 89,100

Proposed Maximum Leasing Authority: Up to 20 years

Delineated Area: North: Queen Liliuokalani Fwy (starting at
Kalaeloa Blvd, extending northeast to Fort
Weaver Rd)

East: Fort Weaver Rd (starting at Queen
Liliuokalani Fwy and extending south to
Geiger Rd)

South: Geiger Rd (starting at Fort Weaver Rd
and extending to Roosevelt Ave); Roosevelt
Ave (starting at Geiger Rd and extending
west to Boxer Rd); Malakole St (starting near
Saratoga St and extending west to Kalaeloa
Blvd)

West: Kalaeloa Blvd (starting at Malakole St
extending northeast to Queen Liliuokalani

Fwy)
Number of Official Parking Spaces: 528
Scoring: Operating Lease
Current Total Annual Rent: N/A
Current Total Unserviced Annual Rent: N/A
Estimated Unserviced Rental Rate': $51.40 per NUSF
Estimated Total Unserviced Annual $3,392,400

Cost*:

! This estimate is for fiscal year 2018 and may be escalated by 2.0 percent annually to the effective date of the lease 1o
account for inflation. The proposed rental rate s unserviced and excludes all operating expenses, whether paid by the
lessor or directly by the Government,
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Prospectus Number: PHI-01-VA17
Congressional District: 1,2

Justification

Veterans currently access services at the VA operated Spark M. Matsunaga Medical
Center (located at the Tripler Army Medical Center), which is an oversubscribed multi-
specialty clinic treating over 25,000 Veterans annually. It is inconveniently located with
regard to the Ewa Plain/Leeward, central, and north shore areas of Oahu and space
constraints prevent the expansion of services. Further, services at the existing facility are
compressed and utilization gaps continue to increase without additional clinical space.

The proposed lease will address utilization and space gaps at the current facility and will
support major VA initiatives identified by the VA Secretary including: improve veterans’
mental health, veterans’ experience and veterans’ access to health care; enable 21st
century benefits; and establish strong VA management infrastructure and integrated
operating model and health informatics. It will address the need to provide ongoing
primary care, mental health and specialty care services to veterans residing on the island.

Consolidation of functions enables the VA Pacific Island Health Care System to more
efficiently provide services to veterans and improves access to care for veterans by
reducing wait and drive times and enables VA to meet all current and projected demand
for services. Additionally, the proposed lease will facilitate the education and
empowerment of minority and woman veterans through outreach, education, and
monitoring of the provision of VA benefits and services. The Ewa Plain/Leeward, central,
and north shore areas of Oahu contain many minority and woman veterans that will be
served through specified and tailored programs.

Resolutions of Approval

Resolutions adopted by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and the
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works approving this prospectus will
constitute approval to make appropriations to lease space in a facility that will yield the
required net usable area,

b4 1l 2 o N .
* New leases may contain an escalation clause to provide for annual changes in real estate taxes and operating costs.
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Prospectus Number: PHI-01-VA17
Congressional District: 1,2

Interim Leasing

The Government will execute such interim leasing actions as are necessary to ensure
continued housing prior to the effective date of the new lease. It is in the best interest of
the Government to avert the financial risk of holdover tenancy.

Certification of Need

The proposed project is the best solution to meet a validated Government need.

Submitted at Washington, DC, on December 21,2016

Recommended:
Commissioner, Public Buildings Service
Weniss TH
Approved:

Administrator, General Services Administration
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

LEASE—U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS, PHOENIX, ARIZONA

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, that pursuant to 40 U.S.C. §3307,
a lease of up to 203,000 net usable square feet
of space, and 1,370 parking spaces, for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for a Commu-
nity Based Outpatient Clinic in Phoenix, Ar-
izona at a proposed unserviced annual cost of
$6,353,900 for a lease term of up to 20 years,
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a prospectus for which is attached to and in-
cluded in this resolution.

Approval of this prospectus constitutes au-
thority to execute an interim lease for all
tenants, if necessary, prior to the execution
of the new lease.

Provided that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the lease contract(s) shall in-
clude a purchase option that can be exercised
at the conclusion of the firm term of the
lease.

Provided further, that the delineated area of
the procurement is identical to the delin-
eated area included in the prospectus, exrcept

H1499

that, if it is determined that the delineated
area of the procurement should not be iden-
tical to the delineated area included in the
prospectus, an explanatory statement shall
be provided to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives prior to exercising any lease
authority provided in this resolution.

Provided further, that the design of the out-
patient clinic shall be consistent with the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs’ Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic Prototype
Proposed Layouts.
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PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
PHOENIX, AZ

Prospectus Number: PAZ-01-VA17
Congressional District: 7,9

Executive Summary

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) proposes an outpatient clinic lease of
approximately 203,000 net usable square feet (NUSF) for the U.S. Department of
Veterans Affairs {VA), located in Phoenix, Arizona.

Veterans are currently serviced at the Carl T. Hayden VA Medical Center (VAMC ). The
lease will provide continued services for the Phoenix veterans community as well as
provide a critical expansion of services to meet current and projected health care service
needs for the veteran community.

Description

Occupant: Veterans Affairs

Current NUSF 0

Estimated Maximum NUSF: 203,000

Estimated Maximum RSF: 274,050

Proposed Maximum Leasing Authority: Up to 20 years

Delineated Area: North: Glendale Ave/E Lincoln Drive
(starting at N 35" Ave and extending east to N
32" st)

East: 32" St (starting at E Lincoln Drive and
extending south to the Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport)
South: Phoenix Sky Harbor International
Airport extending west along Buckeye Rd to £
35" Ave
West: 35™ Ave (starting at W Buckeye Rd and
extending north to W Glendale Ave)

Number of Official Parking Spaces: 1,370

Scoring: Operating Lease

Current Total Unserviced Annual Cost:  $0

Estimated Unserviced Rental Rate': $31.30 per NUSF

Estimated Total Unserviced Annual $6,353,900

Cost*:

! This estimate is for fiscal year 2018 and may be escalated by 2.0 percent annually o the effective date of the lease to
account for inflation. The proposed rental rate is unserviced and excludes all operating expenses, whether paid by the
lessor or directly by the Government,
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
PHOENIX, AZ

Prospectus Number; PAZ-01-VAL7
Congressional District: 7,9

Justification

The 203,000 net usable square feet (NUSF) clinic will enhance VA outpatient services
by closing wait times, workload, and space gaps as identified in the Strategic Capital
Investment Planning process and providing primary care exam room configuration in
accordance with the Patient Aligned Care Team model to meet projected demand for
services.

Clinical services provided at this location include but are not limited to Primary Care,
Mental Health, Medical and Surgical Specialties, and associated ancillary services.
Veterans are currently treated at the VAMC. The VAMC lacks sufficient space to
accommodate the functions critical to meeting the current and projected clinical
workload demand. The new location will provide state-of-the-art clinical space and a
more functional and effective health care environment for veterans, veterans’ families
and medical staff.

Furthermore, close proximity to the VAMC and the university affiliate may allow for
efficiencies in education, recruitment, and research.

Resolutions of Approval

Resolutions adopted by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works approving this prospectus will
constitute approval to make appropriations to lease space in a facility that will yield the
required net usable area.

Interim Leasing

The Government will execute such interim leasing actions as are necessary to ensure
continued housing prior to the effective date of the new lease. It is in the best interest of
the Government to avert the financial risk of holdover tenancy.

e 3 - - - - »
“ New leases may contain an escalation clause to provide for annual changes in real estate taxes and operating costs.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
PHOENIX, AZ

Prospectus Number: PAZ-01-VAL17
Congressional District: 7,9

Certification of Need

The proposed project is the best solution to meet a validated Government need.

Submitted at Washington, DC, on December 21, 2016

oy

Recommended:
Commissioner, Public Buildings Service
A&m& 7 764
Approved: / %

Administrator, General Services Administration

[
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

LEASE—U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS, PONCE, PUERTO RICO

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, that pursuant to 40 U.S.C. §3307,
a lease of up to 114,300 net usable square feet
of space, and 915 parking spaces, for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for a Commu-
nity Based Outpatient Clinic in Ponce, Puer-
to Rico to replace the existing Ponce Out-
patient Clinic at a proposed unserviced an-
nual cost of $5,436,108 for a lease term of up
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to 20 years, a prospectus for which is at-
tached to and included in this resolution.

Approval of this prospectus constitutes au-
thority to execute an interim lease for all
tenants, if necessary, prior to the execution
of the new lease.

Provided that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the lease contract(s) shall in-
clude a purchase option that can be exercised
at the conclusion of the firm term of the
lease.

Provided further, that the delineated area of
the procurement is identical to the delin-
eated area included in the prospectus, exrcept

H1503

that, if it is determined that the delineated
area of the procurement should not be iden-
tical to the delineated area included in the
prospectus, an explanatory statement shall
be provided to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives prior to exercising any lease
authority provided in this resolution.

Provided further, that the design of the out-
patient clinic shall be consistent with the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs’ Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic Prototype
Proposed Layouts.
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PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
PONCE, PR

Prospectus Number: PPR-01-VA17

Executive Summary

The U,S, General Services Administration (GSA) proposes an outpatient clinic lease of
approximately 114,300 net usable square feet (NUSF) for the U.S. Department of
Veterans Affairs (VA), to replace the clinic currently located in a 56,550 NUSF building
that is unable to meet VA’s space needs in Ponce, PR.

The lease will provide continued services for the Ponce veteran community and provide

the necessary expansion services to meet current and projected health care service
delivery gaps in the market.

Description

Occupant: Veterans Affairs
Current NUSF 56,550

Estimated Maximum NUSF: 114,300
Expansion/Reduction NUSF: 57,750 (expansion)
Estimated Maximum RSF: 154,305

Expiration Dates of Current Lease(s): 21272020

Proposed Maximum Leasing Authority:  Up to 20 years

Delineated Area: North: State Road 10 (starting next to the
“Parque Ceremonial Tibes” and continuing
to State Road 14) and State Road 14
(continuing to the eastern boundary of city
of Ponce)
South: Coast line (starting at “Rio Matilde”
and extending to the eastern boundary of the
city of Ponce)
East: Eastern boundary of the city of Ponce
(starting at State Road 14 and extending
south to the coast line)
West: State Road 503 (starting at State Road
10 and continuing to State Road 133), then
State Road 133 (extending west to State
Road 123 (south)), then State Road 123
(extending south to State Road 163), then
State Road 163 (extending west to State
Road 9), then State Road 9 (extending south
to PR Highway 2) and then "Rio Matilde”
south to the coast line

Number of Official Parking Spaces: 915

Scoring: Operating Lease
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PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

PONCE, PR
Prospectus Number: PPR-01-VA17
Current Total Annual Cost: $1,325,597 (leases effective 2/28/2000)
Current Total Unserviced Annual Cost:  $1,213,582
Estimated Unserviced Rental Rate': $47.56 per NUSF
Estimated Total Unserviced Annual $5,436,108
Cost?:
Justification

The proposed 114,300 NUSF facility will provide expanded outpatient services to
address utilization and space gaps in the southwestern, south and southeast regions of
Puerto Rico that were identified through the Strategic Capital Investment Planning
(SCIP) process. At 56,550 NUSF, the current Ponce Qutpatient Clinic does not provide
sufficient space, parking, or the medical technology to meet the projected needs of the
veteran community.

Several programs currently provided at the Ponce Outpatient Clinic have both workload
and space gaps identified by the Strategic Capital Investment Planning (SCIP) process.
To address these gaps, the replacement Ponce Outpatient Clinic lease will include all
current services: Primary Care; Mental Health Clinic; Physical Medicine and
Rehabilitation (PMR); Surgery; Laboratory; Pharmacy; Radiology; Audiology; Eye
Clinic; Prosthetics; Sterile Processing and Distribution (SPD); and Acquisition and
Material Management Service (AMMS). The replacement clinic will also enhance and
expand the following programs: Women's Care, Audiology and Speech Pathology, and
Home Care. Finally, the replacement clinic will also add several programs:
Chemotherapy, Gastroenterology, Day Hospital, Mental Health Program, Imaging
Center, and MRI suite. :

Although the proposed services in the replacement clinic are currently offered in San
Juan, this is a one- to two-hour drive for some veterans. Locating and expanding
programs in Ponce will afford medical care to the underserved catchment areas of Ponce,
Mayaguez, and Guayama and improve access to veterans in these areas.

Resolutions of Approval

Resolutions adopted by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works approving this prospectus will

! This estimate is for fiscal year 2018 and may be escalated by 2.0 percent annually to the effective date of the lease to
account for inflation. The proposed rental rate is unserviced and excludes all operating expenses, whether paid by the
}'essor or directly by the Government.

“ New leases may contain an escalation clause (o provide for annual changes in real estate taxes and operating costs.
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Prospectus Number: PPR-01-VA17

constitute approval to make appropriations to lease space in a facility that will yield the
required net usable area.

Interim Leasing

The Government will execute such interim leasing actions as are necessary to ensure
continued housing prior to the effective date of the new lease. It is in the best interest of
the Government to avert the financial risk of holdover tenancy.

Certification of Need

The proposed project is the best solution to meet a validated Government need.

Submitted at Washington, DC, on December 21, 2016

Recommended: ,
Commissioner, Public Buildings Service
- Wense o4t
pproved:

Administrator, General Services Administration
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION
LEASE—U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS, REDDING, CALIFORNIA

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, that pursuant to 40 U.S.C. §3307,
a lease of up to 77,000 net usable square feet
of space, and 520 parking spaces, for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for a Commu-
nity Based Outpatient Clinic in Redding,
California to replace and consolidate two ex-
isting leases for the existing Redding Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic at a pro-
posed unserviced annual cost of $3,343,340 for
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a lease term of up to 20 years, a prospectus
for which is attached to and included in this
resolution.

Approval of this prospectus constitutes au-
thority to execute an interim lease for all
tenants, if necessary, prior to the execution
of the new lease.

Provided that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the lease contract(s) shall in-
clude a purchase option that can be exercised
at the conclusion of the firm term of the
lease.

Provided further, that the delineated area of
the procurement is identical to the delin-

H1507

eated area included in the prospectus, except
that, if it is determined that the delineated
area of the procurement should not be iden-
tical to the delineated area included in the
prospectus, an explanatory statement shall
be provided to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives prior to exercising any lease
authority provided in this resolution.

Provided further, that the design of the out-
patient clinic shall be consistent with the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs’ Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic Prototype
Proposed Layouts.



H1508 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE March 2, 2017

GSA PBS

PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
' REDDING, CA

Prospectus Number: PCA-01-VAL7
Congressional District; !

Executive Summary

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) proposes a consolidated outpatient
clinic lease of approximately 77,000 net usable square feet (NUSF) for the U.S.
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). This action will consolidate two existing leases
totaling 48,293 NUSF in Redding, CA.

The lease will provide continued services for the Redding veteran community and

provide the necessary expansion services to meet current and projected health care
service delivery gaps in the market.

Description

Occupant: Veterans Affairs
Current NUSF 50,165

Estimated Maximum NUSF: 77,000
Expansion/Reduction NUSF: 26,835 (expansion)
Estimated Maximum RSF: 103,950

Expiration Dates of Current Lease(s): 10/31/2016, 2/28/2022

Proposed Maximum Leasing Authority:  Up to 20 years

Delineated Area: North: Route 299 / Eureka Way (starting
at Buenaventura Blvd and extending east
to Market St), then South Market Street
(extending northeast to Lake Blvd East),
then Lake Blvd East (extending east to
Old Oregon Trail)
South: Ox Yoke Rd/Riverside Ave
(starting at Eastside Rd and extending
cast to Airport Rd)
East: Old Oregon Trail / Airport Rd
(starting at Lake Blvd East and extending
south to Riverside Ave)
West: Bonaventure Blvd (starting at
Route 299 / Eureka Way and extending
south to Route 273) and then Route 273 /
S. Market St / Eastside Rd (extending

‘ south to Ox Yoke Rd)

Number of Official Parking Spaces: 520

Scoring: Operating Lease
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

REDDING, CA
Prospectus Number: PCA-01-VA17
Congressional District: 1
Current Total Annual Cost: $1,096,328 (leases effective 11/1/1996,
3/1/2012)
Current Total Unserviced Annual Cost:  $604,500
Estimated Unserviced Rental Rate': $43.42 per NUSF
Estimated Total Unserviced Annual  $3,343,340
Cost*:
Justification

The 77,000 NUSF facility will address utilization, space, and wait time gaps through the
consolidation and expansion of two expiring leases into a new state-of-the-art leased
outpatient clinic. The new consolidated lease will provide space for a second x-ray unit,
mammography, and will accommodate 17 additional mental health providers. The
proposed project will also provide the clinical space necessary to accommodate projected
workload demands and improve access for veterans,

The consolidated outpatient clinic will allow for growth in Primary Care, Mental Health,
and Specialty Care for the following services: Laboratory and Pathology, Audiology,
Cardiology, Gastroenterology, Neurology, Endocrinology, Dermatology, Infectious
Diseases, Pulmonary Medicine, Homeless Services, Mental Health, Primary Care, Urgent
Care Radiology, Ear-Nose-Throat ENT, General Surgery, Obstetrics and Gynecology,
Orthopedics, Podiatry, and Urology. The new leased facility will add telemedicine exam
rooms to provide specialty services in Allergy and Immunology, Nephrology, and
Rheumatology.

Resolutions of Approval

Resolutions adopted by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works approving this prospectus will
constitute approval to make appropriations to lease space in a facility that will yield the
required net usable area.

! This estimate s for fiscal year 2018 and may be escalated by 2.0 percent annually to the effective date of the lease to
account for inflation. The proposed rental rate is unserviced and excludes all operating expenses, whether paid by the
!essor or directly by the Government. .

* New feases may contain an escalation clause to provide for annual changes in real estate taxes and operating costs,
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PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
REDDING, CA

Prospectus Number: PCA-01-VA17
Congressional District: 1

Interim Leasing

The Government will execute such interim leasing actions as are necessary to ensure
continued housing prior to the effective date of the new lease. It is in the best interest of
the Government to avert the financial risk of holdover tenancy.

Certification of Need

The proposed project is the best solution to meet a validated Government need.

Submitted at Washington, DC, on December 21, 2016

Recommended: [
Commissioner, Public Buildings Service
M A A
Approved: A %

Administrator, General Services Administration
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION
LEASE—U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, that pursuant to 40 U.S.C. §3307,
a lease of up to 99,986 net usable square feet
of space, and 675 parking spaces, for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for a Commu-
nity Based Outpatient Clinic in San Diego,
California to replace and consolidate two ex-
isting outpatient facilities in San Diego at a
proposed unserviced annual cost of $4,049,433
for a lease term of up to 20 years, a pro-
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spectus for which is attached to and included
in this resolution.

Approval of this prospectus constitutes au-
thority to execute an interim lease for all
tenants, if necessary, prior to the execution
of the new lease.

Provided that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the lease contract(s) shall in-
clude a purchase option that can be exercised
at the conclusion of the firm term of the
lease.

Provided further, that the delineated area of
the procurement is identical to the delin-
eated area included in the prospectus, exrcept

H1511

that, if it is determined that the delineated
area of the procurement should not be iden-
tical to the delineated area included in the
prospectus, an explanatory statement shall
be provided to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives prior to exercising any lease
authority provided in this resolution.

Provided further, that the design of the out-
patient clinic shall be consistent with the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs’ Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic Prototype
Proposed Layouts.
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PROSPECTUS ~ LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

SAN DIEGO, CA
Prospectus Number: PCA-01-VA17
Congressional District: 33

Executive Summary

The General Services Administration (GSA) proposes a consolidated outpatient clinic
lease of approximately 99,986 net usable square feet (NUSF) for the U.S. Department of
Veterans Affairs (VA), merging the two existing separate outpatient facilities in San
Diego, Califomia.

The lease will provide continued services for the San Diego veteran community and

provide the necessary expansion services to meet current and projected health care
service delivery gaps in the market.

Description

Occupant: Veterans Affairs
Current NUSF 53,473

Estimated Maximum NUSF: 99,986
Expansion/Reduction NUSF: 46,513 (expansion)
Estimated Maximum RSF: 134,981

Expiration Dates of Current Lease(s): 1213122022, 9/20/2022

Proposed Maximum Leasing Authority:  Up to 20 years

Delineated Area: North: Navajo Rd (starting at Hwy. 125 and
extending east to Lake Murray Blvd), then
Lake Murray Blvd (extending south to Beaver
Lake Dr), then Beaver Lake Dr (extending
west to Cowles Mtn Blvd), then Cowles Mtn
Blvd (extending south to Lake Adlon Dr),
then Lake Adlon Dr (extending west to Coral
Lake Ave), then Coral Lake Ave (extending
south to Lake Andrita Ave), then Lake
Andrita Ave (extending west to Twin Lake
Dr), then Twin Lake Dr (extending south to
Jackson Dr), then Jackson Dr (extending west
to Golfcrest Dr), then Golfcrest Dr (extending
north to Tuxedo Rd), then Tuxedo Rd
{extending east to Volclay Dr), then Volclay
Dr {(extending north to Santar Ave), then
Santar Ave (extending northeast to Jennite
Dr), then Jennite Dr (extending north to
Ruane St), then Ruane St (extending west to
Golfcrest Dr), then Golfcrest Dr (extending
north to Mission Gorge Rd), then Mission
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PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
SAN DIEGO, CA

Prospectus Number: PCA-01-VA17
Congressional District: 53

Parking Spaces:
Scoring:
Current Total Annual Cost:

Current Total Unserviced Annual Cost:

Estimated Unserviced Rental Rate’:
Estimated Total Unserviced Annual
Cost*:

Justification

Gorge Rd (extending west to Jackson Dr),
then Jackson Dr (extending south to Doreen
Rd), then Doreen Rd {extending south to
Hillandale Dr), then Hillandale Dr (extending
south to Deep Valley Rd), then Deep Valley
Rd (extending west to Deerfield St), then
Deerfield St (extending north to Mission
Gorge Rd), then Mission Gorge Rd
(extending west to Friars Rd), then Friars Rd
(extending west to 1-15), then I-15 (extending
north to Aero Dr), and then Aero Dr
(extending west to Hwy. 163)

South: I-8 (starting at Hwy 163 and extending
east to I-805); then I-805 (extending south to
El Cajon Blvd), then El Cajon Blvd
(extending east to Hwy 125)

East: Hwy 125 (starting at I-8 / El Cajon Blvd
and extending north to Navajo Rd)

West: Hwy 163 (starting at I-805 and
extending south to I-8).

675

Operating Lease

$1,956,614 (Leases Effective: 10/1/2013,
10/1/2012)

$1,050,744

$40.50 per NUSF

$4,049,433

! This estimate is for fiscal year 2018 and may be escalated by 2.0 percent annually to the effective date of the lease to
account for inflation. The proposed rental rate is unserviced and excludes all operating expenses, whether paid by the

lessor or directly by the Government,

¥ New leases may contain an escalation clause to provide for annual changes in real estate taxes and operating costs.

H1513
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PROSPECTUS -~ LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

SAN DIEGO, CA
Prospectus Number: PCA-01-VA17
Congressional District: 53

A new 99,986 NUSF lease in San Diego will replace and consolidate the two existing
leases in the San Diego/Mission Valley market including the 43,473 NUSF Mission
Valley Clinic, the 10,000 NUSF Mission George Clinic.

The current space in these facilities is insufficient to meet the projected needs of the
veteran community and cannot address the growing need for Women's Health, Blind
Services, or Dental and Ambulatory Surgery. The facilities have poorly configured space
and numerous deficiencies are currently present at the existing clinics.

A new, single lease consolidating the existing locations will create economies of scale
and overall operating efficiencies that will yield significant cost savings as well as the
ability to expand services to a greater number of Veterans.

The new facility will enhance VA outpatient services by integrating care delivery
(Primary, Mental Health, Specialty Care and Ancillary Services) as well as expand
services for Women's Health, Audiology, Blind Rehabilitation and Eye Clinic Services.

Resolutions of Approval

Resolutions adopted by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works approving this prospectus will
constitute approval to make appropriations to lease space in a facility that will yield the
required net usable area.

Interim Leasing

The Government will execute such interim leasing actions as are necessary to ensure
continued housing prior to the effective date of the new lease. It is in the best interest of
the Government to avert the financial risk of holdover tenancy.
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PROSPECTUS -~ LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

SAN DIEGO, CA
Prospectus Number: PCA-01-VA17
Congressional District: 53

Certification of Need

The proposed project is the best solution to meet a validated Government need.

Submitted at Washington, DC, on December 21, 2016

Recommended;

Commissioner, Public Buildings Service

Approved; m" %\%%

Administrator, General Services Administration
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

LEASE—U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS, SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, that pursuant to 40 U.S.C. §3307,
a lease of up to 190,800 net usable square feet
of space, and 1,526 parking spaces, for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for a Commu-
nity Based Outpatient Clinic in San Antonio,
Texas to replace and consolidate seven sepa-
rate outpatient facilities in San Antonio at a
proposed unserviced annual cost of $5,519,844
for a lease term of up to 20 years, a pro-
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spectus for which is attached to and included
in this resolution.

Approval of this prospectus constitutes au-
thority to execute an interim lease for all
tenants, if necessary, prior to the execution
of the new lease.

Provided that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the lease contract(s) shall in-
clude a purchase option that can be exercised
at the conclusion of the firm term of the
lease.

Provided further, that the delineated area of
the procurement is identical to the delin-
eated area included in the prospectus, exrcept

March 2, 2017

that, if it is determined that the delineated
area of the procurement should not be iden-
tical to the delineated area included in the
prospectus, an explanatory statement shall
be provided to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives prior to exercising any lease
authority provided in this resolution.

Provided further, that the design of the out-
patient clinic shall be consistent with the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs’ Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic Prototype
Proposed Layouts.
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PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
SAN ANTONIO, TX

Prospectus Number: PTX-01-VA17
Congressional District: 20,23

Executive Summary

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) proposes a consolidated outpatient
clinic lease of approximately 190,800 net usable square feet (NUSF) for the U.S.
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). This action will consolidate VA operations that
are currently located in seven separate outpatient facilities in San Antonio, TX.

The lease will provide continued services for the San Antonio veteran community and
provide the necessary expansion services to meet current and projected health care

service delivery gaps in the market.

Description

Occupant:

Current NUSF

Estimated Maximum NUSF:
Expansion/Reduction NUSF:
Estimated Maximum RSF:
Expiration Dates of Current Lease(s):

Proposed Maximum Leasing Authority:

Delineated Area;

Parking Spaces:
Scoring:
Current Total Annual Cost:

Current Total Unserviced Annual Cost:

Veterans Affairs

110,203

190,800

80,597 (expansion)

257,580

5722021, 672172021, 672172021, 8/4.2019,
12/31/2018, 12/31/2016, 127312016

Up to 20 years

North: Starting at North Loop 1604 W at the
intersection with FM 1560 (East) and
Bandera (16), proceed eastbound on 1604 to
McDermott Hwy (1-10)). ‘
South: Take McDermott Hwy southbound to
Huebner Rd. Continue southwest on Huebner
Rd to Bandera Rd. Proceed south on Bandera
(16) to NW [-410.

East: Take NW 1-410 westbound to TX-151.
Take TX-151 north and continue to the
intersection with W Loop 1604 N (North).
West: Follow 1604 N northbound to the
intersection with FM 1560 and Bandera Rd.
1,526

Operating Lease

$2,151,854 (leases effective 5/32011,
6/22/2011, 622/2011, 12/27/1999, 5:29,2009,
5/17/2011, 2/7/2006)

$1,551,501
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PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF YETERANS AFFAIRS

SAN ANTONIO, TX
Prospectus Number: PTX-01-VA17
Congressional District: 20,23
Estimated Unserviced Rental Rate': $28.93 per NUSF
Estimated Total Unserviced Annual $5,519,844
Cost’:
Justification

A new 190,800 NUSF lease would replace and consolidate seven existing leases in the
San Antonio market including the Frank Tejeda Outpatient Clinic (FTOPC), three annex
leases, and three specialty care clinic leases, as well as one contract clinic, which
currently occupy approximately 110,203 NUSF of space.

The current space in these facilities is insufficient to meet the projected needs of the
veteran community. The existing clinics are operating at full capacity, cannot
accommodate the projected workload increase of 20,000 primary care clinic stops by
2019, and cannot be expanded. Several of the leased facilities contain environmental
issues including air quality concerns, which have been reported to the U.S. Department of
Labor - Occupational Safety and Hazard Administration by VA employees. Due to the
term structure of the leases, VA is responsible for maintenance costs and has spent a
significant amount to remediate existing mold. These conditions are expected to worsen
and will require additional investment to prevent impacts to veteran and employee health,

The new facility will establish a centralized location for delivery of coordinated health
care and reduce utilization and space gaps in primary care, mental health, and specialty
care as well as consolidate medical-surgical specialties, diagnostics services, dental, eye,
women's health, radiology, and pharmacy. Overall operating efficiencies generated from
the proposed consolidation would produce significant cost savings as well as the ability
to meet the increases in projected workload.

Resolutions of Approval

Resolutions adopted by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works approving this prospectus will
constitute approval to make appropriations to lease space in a facility that will yield the
required net usable area,

! This estimate is for fiscal year 2018 and may be escalated by 2.0 percent annually to the effective date of the lease to
sccount for inflation. The proposed rental rate is unserviced and excludes all operating expenses, whether paid by the
lessor or directly by the Government. .

* New leases may contain an escalation clause to provide for annual changes in real estate taxes and operating costs.
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: PROSPECTUS - LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
SAN ANTONIO, TX

Prospectus Number: PTX-01-VA17
Congressional District: 20, 23

Interim lleasing

The Government will execute such interim leasing actions as are necessary to ensure
continued housing prior to the effective date of the new lease. It is in the best interest of
the Government to avert the financial risk of holdover tenancy.

Certification of Need

The proposed project is the best solution to meet a validated Government need.

Submitted at Washington, DC, on December 21, 2016

Recommended;

Commissioner, Public Buildings Service

Wrrnse T

Administrator, General Services Administration

Approved:
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTIONS

LEASE—U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS, TULSA, OKLAHOMA

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, that pursuant to 40 U.S.C. §3307,
a lease of up to 140,000 net usable square feet
of space, and 945 parking spaces, for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for a Commu-
nity Based Outpatient Clinic in Tulsa, Okla-
homa to replace and consolidate two existing
leases in Tulsa at a proposed unserviced an-
nual cost of $4,634,000 for a lease term of up
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to 20 years, a prospectus for which is at-
tached to and included in this resolution.

Approval of this prospectus constitutes au-
thority to execute an interim lease for all
tenants, if necessary, prior to the execution
of the new lease.

Provided that, to the maximum extent
practicable, the lease contract(s) shall in-
clude a purchase option that can be exercised
at the conclusion of the firm term of the
lease.

Provided further, that the delineated area of
the procurement is identical to the delin-
eated area included in the prospectus, exrcept

March 2, 2017

that, if it is determined that the delineated
area of the procurement should not be iden-
tical to the delineated area included in the
prospectus, an explanatory statement shall
be provided to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives prior to exercising any lease
authority provided in this resolution.

Provided further, that the design of the out-
patient clinic shall be consistent with the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs’ Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic Prototype
Proposed Layouts.
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PROSPECTUS ~ LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
TULSA, OK
Prospectus Number: POK-01-VA17
Congressional District: 1
Executive Summary

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) proposes a consolidated outpatient
clinic lease of approximately 140,000 net usable square feet (NUSF) for the U.S.
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) merging two separate outpatient facilities in Tulsa,

Oklahoma.

The lease will provide continued services for the Tulsa veteran community and provide
the necessary expansion services to meet current and projected health care service

delivery gaps in the market.

Description

Occupant:

Current NUSF

Estimated Maximum NUSF;
Expansion/Reduction NUSF:
Estimated Maximum RSF:
Expiration Dates of Current Lease(s):

Proposed Maximum Leasing Authority:

Delineated Area:

Parking Spaces:
Scoring:

Veterans Affairs

63,908

140,000

72,332 (expansion)

189,000

11/26:2020,12/31/2020

Up to 20 years

North: 1-244 (starting at Hwy 412 junction
and extending east to N 129th Ave)

South: E 91st St (starting at S Lewis Ave and
extending east to S Garnett Rd)

East: N 129th Ave (starting at I-244 junction
and extending south to W Albany St /E 61st
St), then W Albany St / E 61st St (extending
west to S Garnett Rd), then S Gamett Rd
{extending south to E 91st St)

West: E 91 St (starting at S Lewis Ave and
extending west to Riverside Pkwy}), then
Riverside Pkwy / Riverside Dr (extending
north to I-44), then I-44 (extending west to
Hwy 75), then Hwy 75 (extending north to I-
244), then I-244 (extending north to Hwy
412)

945

Operating Lease
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF YETERANS AFFAIRS
TULSA, OK
Prospectus Number: POK-01-VA17
Congressional District: 1
Current Total Annual Cost; $911,182 (leases effective 11/27/2000,
1/1/2006)
Current Total Unserviced Annual Cost:  $742,486
Estimated Unserviced Rental Rate': $33.10 per NUSF
Estimated Total Unserviced Annual $4,634,000
Cost™:
Justification

A new 140,000 NUSF lease would replace and consolidate two existing leases in the
Tulsa market including the existing Tulsa Outpatient Clinic and Tulsa Behavioral
Medicine Clinic that currently occupy approximately 63,908 NUSF of space.

The increase in workload in recent years and the implementation of the Uniform Services
Package for Mental Health Services has rendered the existing space too small to provide
adequate services, Additional space is not available at either location and both have
existing deficiencies. This lack of space and functional obsolescence, along with the
projected workload increases, exacerbates patient wait times, and decreases overall
Veteran satisfaction.

The new facility will establish a centralized location for delivery of coordinated health
care and reduce utilization and space gaps in primary care, mental health, and specialty
care as well as consolidate medical-surgical specialties, diagnostics services, dental, eye,
women's health, radiology, and pharmacy,

The new facility will enhance VA outpatient services by closing wait time, utilization,
and space gaps, specifically for Mental Health and Medical and Surgical Specialties, as
identified in the Strategic Capital Investment Planning (SCIP) process. This project will
allow VA to provide timely access to Primary Care (including women’s health), Imaging,
Specialty Clinical Services (including Cardiology, Neurology, Gastroenterology,
Pulmonology, Urology), General Mental Health, as well as Specialty Mental Health
(including Substance Abuse, Smoking Cessation, and PTSD).

Resolutions of Approval

' This estimate is for fiscal year 2018 and may be escalated by 2.0 percent annually to the effective date of the lease to
account for inflation. The proposed rental rate is unserviced and excludes all operating expenses, whether paid by the
lessor or directly by the Government.

* New lenses may contain an escalation clause to provide for annual changes in real estate taxes and operating costs.
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PROSPECTUS ~ LEASE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
TULSA, OK
Prospectus Number: POK-01-VA17
Congressional District: 1

Resolutions adopted by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works approving this prospectus will
constitute approval to make appropriations to lease space in a facility that will yield the
required net usable area.

Interim Leasing

The Government will execute such interim leasing actions as are necessary to ensure
continued housing prior to the effective date of the new lease. It is in the best interest of
the Government to avert the financial risk of holdover tenancy.

Certification of Need

The proposed project is the best solution to meet a validated Government need.

Submitted at Washington, DC, on December 21, 2016

Recommended:

Commissioner, Public Buildings Service

Administrator, General Services Administration

Approved:
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There was no objection.
————

STATEHOOD FOR THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the House this afternoon because a
very significant event occurred yester-
day in the Senate.

The Mayor of the District of Colum-
bia, the city council chair, a statehood
representative, a statehood senator all
came to the Capitol to deliver a peti-
tion from the residents of the District
of Columbia. Residents voted 85 per-
cent strong that the District of Colum-
bia become the 5lst State. At the same
time, I introduced the bill to bring that
about.

This afternoon I want to discuss why
the residents of this city would want to
become a State. I find that Members of
Congress are almost entirely ignorant
of the status of the District of Colum-
bia, and, frankly, I cannot really blame
them.

Members of Congress have no reason
to be concerned about the District and
its 670,000 residents. That is my con-
cern. Candidly, I wish Members of Con-
gress would not be concerned at all.
There are a number of ways in which
the Congress could leave the city
alone.

Statehood is, of course, the ultimate
reason and way; and it is the only way
that the residents of this city can be-
come equal to the residents rep-
resented by my colleagues. This is in-
deed, as we come now full throttle into
the 21st century, in the name of democ-
racy and of American values, why
statehood for the District of Columbia
simply must come.

On this House floor, the residents of
the District of Columbia have no vote
and, of course, they have no senators
whatsoever.

What do they give to their country?

Let us begin with something very
tangible. The residents of this city are
number one per capita in the federal
taxes they pay to support the United
States of America. Let us translate
that into a comparison to the taxes my
colleagues pay. The residents of this
city pay more in federal taxes than the
residents of 22 States, and this city is
not yet a State.

When a matter comes to this floor,
every Member can vote on that matter,
even when that matter involves
uniquely the District of Columbia—
every Member can vote on that matter,
except the Member who represents the
District of Columbia.

The Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, where the Mem-
ber representing the District can vote,
just voted to eliminate a District law.
Imagine that. In the United States of
America, the Congress of the United
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States, unaccountable to the residents
of the city of Washington, D.C., on
local matters can overturn a bill. They
have done so in committee on an ad-
mittedly controversial bill.

I don’t expect every State and city to
agree with the District of Columbia on
matters affecting our city. The DC
Death with Dignity bill would allow
people to take their own lives with a
drug in their possession administered
by themselves. In order to do so, two
doctors have to have found that the
resident does not have more than six
months to live, among other require-
ments.

A third of those who choose this op-
tion in the United States never use the
drug.

How do I know that?

Because six States already have
death with dignity laws. That means 24
Republican Members of this House rep-
resent States that have death with dig-
nity laws yet the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform under
Chairman CHAFFETZ just voted to keep
the District from doing what six States
already allow.

This bill was introduced as a so-
called disapproval resolution. Such a
resolution requires an actual vote in
the House and the Senate. It was intro-
duced very late and taken up very late
because I believe that the Oversight
and Government Reform Committee
and the Speaker of the House didn’t
want to bring that bill to the floor be-
cause there are six States that have
precisely this kind of law and because
there are 24 Republican Members who
would be implicated and would be
caught in a matter of supreme hypoc-
risy if they voted against the very
same bill for the District of Columbia.

Yesterday, the Mayor of the city,
Mayor Muriel Bowser, and council
chair Philip Mendelson came to the
Senate, who hosted us, to deliver a pe-
tition to become the 5lst State. This is
a procedure that is allowed under our
Constitution.

It is a procedure that was used in
Tennessee where all the prerequisites
for statehood have to be fulfilled, the
boundaries, et cetera; and you simply
present a petition. That is how Ten-
nessee and a number of other States
became States.

I am very grateful to Senator Tom
CARPER for hosting us in the Senate
where we have no representation. Sen-
ator CARPER of Delaware is a champion
of statehood. He has introduced this
bill for years now and did so again in
the Senate.

It is not unusual for Democrats in
the Senate to support D.C. statehood.
The four top Democratic leaders are
among those who cosponsored the bill
last year. I expect that to be the same
this year because Senator ToM CARPER
introduced the bill in the Senate yes-
terday, even as I introduced the bill in
the House at the same time.

I want to just say, once again, how
faithful and true to his own principles
Senator CARPER has been in supporting
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D.C. statehood and stepping out front
to introduce the bill.

You might ask: What chance, with a
Republican House, Senate, and Presi-
dent, do you have of getting D.C. state-
hood? Why would you bother?

No matter who sat in the White
House today—and Hillary Clinton was
a strong champion of statehood—we
are about where we would have been.
The work really isn’t in the Presi-
dency. The work is in the Congress
and, even more so, in the District of
Columbia.

The District of Columbia has to itself
get this shameful record out of having
residents who have served in every war,
including the war that created the
United States of America, paying taxes
beyond those paid by other residents.
This is on us, and we recognize it.

I think you will see a social media
campaign informing the American peo-
ple of what they do not now know be-
cause they wouldn’t tolerate it if they
did.

0 1230

It was very difficult, until the age of
social media, to get such word out
without a massive advertising cam-
paign. All we need to do now is use the
existing social media, and I think we
can change this shameful situation.

I am very encouraged by what has
happened. Yesterday, 60 Democrats
joined me as original cosponsors. An
original cosponsor is a Member who
stands with the sponsor on equal foot-
ing to introduce the bill. That already
beats the record we set for last year
when we had 93 original cosponsors in
the 114th Congress. By the end of that
Congress, 72 percent of House Demo-
crats were cosponsors of the bill, and
we could have gotten many more than
that but for the logistics and the tim-
ing involved.

Our goal is to improve our chances
for statehood every year; one way to do
that is to get more cosponsors every
year, and we are meeting that goal.

Why are we pursuing statehood? It is
not out of hubris. It is not that we
want to be like Delaware and New
York. It is because it is the only way
to become full and equal citizens of the
United States, and because we have
tried everything else.

Without statehood, Members will
continue to bring our matters to the
House floor for unaccountable Members
to vote on them. Without statehood,
we won’t have the right to vote on this
House floor. We won’t have the right to
vote in the Senate.

We have tried short of statehood. I
pay tribute to former Representative
Tom Davis, who, in the majority, spon-
sored a bill with me to get a House
vote, only a House vote for the District
of Columbia. This was a very impor-
tant effort strongly supported by the
residents of the District of Columbia to
say: look, you don’t give us statehood,
let us get there gradually, give us the
House vote.
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Tom Davis saw that Utah did not
have the House vote because their mis-
sionaries were not counted by the cen-
sus, and they had expected an addi-
tional House Representative. The Gov-
ernor of the State and the State legis-
lature supported the action and most
States have used similar bipartisan ac-
tion to come into the Union.

This, of course, would have been only
a House vote; one for very Republican
Utah, one for Democratic D.C. This bill
was passed in the House—thank you,
Utah—and was passed in the Senate.

And the only reason the District of
Columbia does not have a vote, as I
speak, is because the National Rifle As-
sociation was able to place an amend-
ment on the bill that, in the event D.C.
got a vote, would have eliminated all of
our gun laws, each and every one. A big
city without gun laws, of course, is
open territory, and we were left with
the woeful and shameful option of giv-
ing up our vote, a vote we could have
had.

We also have tried, short of state-
hood, to get budget autonomy.

Imagine bringing our budget, raised
in the District of Columbia, $7 billion,
and asking Members who don’t know
anything about it to vote on it. That is
what the residents of the District of
Columbia have to do.

I pay tribute to the former Repub-
lican chairman of the House committee
of jurisdiction, Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, DARRELL ISSA, who held
a hearing when he chaired the com-
mittee on D.C.’s local matters, includ-
ing its local budget.

Upon hearing the testimony about
this district’s financial conditions, its
reserves, its growth among the best of
the Nation, upon hearing in testimony
from the Mayor, the city council, the
chief financial officer, despite meeting
those marks, then-Chairman DARRELL
IssA supported budget autonomy for
the District of Columbia, and worked
tirelessly for this goal during his chair-
manship of the Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform Committee.

So I am not here to say that there is
no sense of a necessity to have some-
thing done, as you see that in former
Chairman DARRELL ISSA’s actions.

For that matter, Chairman JASON
CHAFFETZ, last week, called for the Dis-
trict of Columbia to be made a part of
Maryland in order that it would get
Senators and Representatives. He
wasn’t joking. He wasn’t making fun of
us.

There has long been a small group of
Republicans who acknowledge the
shame of having almost 700,000 Ameri-
cans without representation in the
House and the Senate. And one of the
easier ways to get it, they think, is to
retrocede, that is the word, because the
District was created out of Maryland
and Virginia. Virginia itself cast off,
the District of Columbia because it was
afraid Congress would abolish slavery.
So the notion is, go back to Maryland.

My first notion or response is: Have
you asked Maryland? In other words,
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you don’t decide to reconfigure a State
with a big city, and Maryland has only
one big city, because you are fulfilling
one value without fulfilling the other
value, which is to make sure you have
the permission of that State.

Now, Maryland has been a very
friendly State to the District of Colum-
bia. But the District is not asking
Maryland to become a part of its State.
We want to become the 5lst State of
the United States of America, and it
would probably be easier to do that
than to become a part of Maryland.

Now, we also are not insisting that
there is nothing else that will do. We
have asked for legislative autonomy.

Why should our legislation have to
lay over here for 30 days, or 60 days?
They must be legislative days, so that
often means 6 months, 9 months, to
give the Congress time to see whether
the Congress wants to overturn legisla-
tion it had nothing to do with and
knows nothing about.

The fact is that the legislative auton-
omy provision is virtually never used.
Instead, the Congress tries to add
amendments to the District’s budget, a
sneaky, easy way, they think, to over-
turn a law. So they keep legislative au-
tonomy on the books inconveniencing
the District and never use it.

They fear budget autonomy because
they wouldn’t have anything to attach
matters to like overturning our gun
laws. They regularly try to do that on
appropriations.

So what you have is a kind of invita-
tion for Members to interfere with
somebody else’s district, my district,
instead of attending to your own busi-
ness. People did not send my colleagues
here to attend to the business of the
District of Columbia, and we intend to
call them out every time they inter-
fere.

So, yes, we are struggling for the
components of statehood, even before
we achieve statehood, knowing how dif-
ficult and what a high climb that is.

Madam Speaker, could I inquire how
much time I have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
TENNEY). The gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia has 11 minutes re-
maining.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, if
there is such a thing as earning state-
hood, and of course there is not, let me
indicate the ways in which the District
of Columbia has, indeed, earned state-
hood.

Our economy is one of the strongest
in the United States. It is a $12.5 bil-
lion budget total. That is a budget
larger than 12 States represented in
this House by my colleagues.

How many of my colleagues can
boast a $2 billion surplus the way the
District of Columbia can? That would
be, of course, the envy of most States.

Our city has a per capita income
higher than that of any State. We are
not asking for any handouts. Our total
personal income is higher than that of
seven States. Our per capita personal
consumption expenditures are higher
than those of any States.
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This is a prosperous district, that
would bring luster to the United States
as the blst State. Its growth rate is
third highest in the Nation; 1,000 new
people coming to live in the Nation’s
Capital every single month.

As to our population, the population
of the District of Columbia, is in the
league with the population of seven
States. We have a greater population
than Vermont and Wyoming.

And, if you look at the seven States
that have one Representative, as the
District of Columbia does, then you
will see that we are all about the same.
Yet, those seven States that are about
the same in population as the District
of Columbia, each has one Representa-
tive and two Senators, while we are un-
represented in the Senate of the United
States.

I don’t even want to speak, but I
must, about perhaps the most poignant
reason why the District should have
statehood. The residents of this city
have fought and died in every war, in-
cluding the war that created our coun-
try itself.

I remember coming to the floor on
those occasions where we have voted
whether or not to go to war, and on
each of those occasions, residents of
the District of Columbia have gone. I
remember the purple fingers in Iraq
and Afghanistan that signified that our
country had given them the vote, while
the very members of the armed serv-
ices from the District of Columbia who
had served came back to the District of
Columbia without a vote themselves.

Is that an irony that this body can
even stand any longer? Fought and
died in all the great wars of the 20th
century, and we remember especially
Vietnam, when there were more Dis-
trict of Columbia casualties than from
10 States of the Union.

I don’t want to go into the technical-
ities of congressional power, but Con-
gress has the authority to make our
city a State because of its Article IV,
section 3 power to admit new States to
the Union. When you combine that
with Congress’ Article I, section 8,
clause 17 power over the seat of the
Federal Government, which is what the
District is, it is an accident, an acci-
dent of history that the District does
not have the same votes as other
Americans.
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It is a slander to think that those
who went to war on the slogan of ‘‘no
taxation without representation”
would leave any residents of our city
without representation.

There was a march by Revolutionary
War veterans when the Capitol was in
Philadelphia that frightened, frankly,
the Framers. So they thought: Well,
you can’t have a separate State, and it
can’t be part of a State, and we don’t
know what to do, so let’s just make it
a district. But they never believed that
it would be a district without any
rights, and that is exactly what it be-
came.
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Indeed, the District was carved out of
Maryland and Virginia, but for the 10-
year period of transition the citizens of
the new district did not lose the votes
in the Senate and the House. Only in
1801, when the District became the Na-
tion’s Capital under the Congress of
the United States did we lose Senate
representation and representation in
the House.

Enormous change has occurred in our
city in the 216 years since we became
the Capital. I am a third-generation
Washingtonian. My great-grandfather
was a runaway slave from Virginia, so
my own family has seen 150 years of
those changes. This is no longer a
sleepy Southern city where I went to
segregated schools—segregated by the
Congress of the United States, indeed,
because it had the sole authority to do
it. In fact, today, it is one of the most
cosmopolitan cities in the TUnited
States, a city that people are flocking
to for residence.

Everything about the District of Co-
lumbia has changed except its status
and the status of its residents as sec-
ond class citizens in their own country.
We are sick and tired of being voyeurs
of democracy. That is why the District
of Columbia gave itself budget auton-
omy, although the Congress did appro-
priate a budget. Thank you for noth-
ing. That is why the city voted 85 per-
cent for statehood for itself. The citi-
zens of the District are simply not
going to sit still with the status quo.
They are not going to sit on their sec-
ond class citizenship.

So I come to the floor after we have
brought our petition to the Congress to
become the 5lst State. I come to the
floor the day after I have introduced
the bill to put the Congress on notice:
Be ready. Be ready for a campaign by
the residents of the District of Colum-
bia and our allies throughout the
United States to be treated fairly, or as
Frederick Douglass said, ‘‘not as
aliens.”

We can decide to get rid of this
anomaly as we have so many others
that deprived citizens of the right to
vote, whether they were slaves or
women. We have gotten rid of those.
Statehood does not require a constitu-
tional amendment. All it takes is the
conscience of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate of the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. JORDAN (at the request of Mr.
McCARTHY) for today on account of
personal reasons.

———

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT
Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on March 01, 2017, she
presented to the President of the
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United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bill:

H.R. 609. To designate the Department of
Veterans Affairs health care center in Center
Township, Butler County, Pennsylvania, as
the ‘“Abie Abraham VA Clinic.”

————

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 49 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
6, 2017, at 4 p.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

681. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Office of the
General Counsel, Consumer Product Safety
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Safety Standard for Sling Car-
riers [Docket No.: CPSC-2014-0018] received
February 28, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

682. A letter from the Bureau of Legislative
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting a
Report to Congress on Gifts Given by the
United States to Foreign Individuals for Fis-
cal Year 2016, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.A. 2694; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

683. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting D.C.
ACT 21-621, “‘Constitution and Boundaries for
the State of Washington, D.C. Approval Res-
olution of 2016”’, pursuant to Public Law 93-
198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

684. A letter from the Auditor, Office of the
District of Columbia Auditor, transmitting a
report entitled ‘‘Planning, Buying, and Im-
plementing New Information Technology: A
Case Study of the D.C. Business Center”,
pursuant to Public Law 93-198, Sec. 455(d); (87
Stat. 803); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

685. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
specifications — Pacific Island Fisheries;
2016-17 Annual Catch Limit and Account-
ability Measures; Main Hawaiian Islands
Deep 7 Bottomfish [Docket No.: 160811726-
6999-02] (RIN: 0648-XE809) received March 1,
2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

686. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Exchange of Flatfish
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Man-
agement Area [Docket No.: 150916863-6211-02]
(RIN: 0648-XE880) received March 1, 2017, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

687. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
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porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Shortraker Rockfish
in the Western Regulatory Area of the Gulf
of Alaska [Docket No.: 150818742-6210-02]
(RIN: 0648-XE894) received March 1, 2017, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

688. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Several Groundfish
Species in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Is-
lands Management Area [Docket No.:
150916863-6211-02] (RIN: 0648-XE925) received
March 1, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

689. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Big Skate in the
Central Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alas-
ka [Docket No.: 150818742-6210-02] (RIN: 0648-
XE922) received March 1, 2017, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ELLI-
SON, Ms. LEE, Mrs. DAvis of Cali-
fornia, Ms. SPEIER, Ms. MOORE, Ms.
McCOLLUM, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. DIN-
GELL, Mr. POCAN, Ms. NORTON, Mrs.

NAPOLITANO, Ms. BONAMICI, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
CICILLINE, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. BLU-

MENAUER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. TONKO, and
Mr. GRIJALVA):

H.R. 1299. A bill to suspend United States
security assistance with Honduras until such
time as human rights violations by Hon-
duran security forces cease and their per-
petrators are brought to justice; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and in addition to
the Committee on Financial Services, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. MCKINLEY (for himself and Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas):

H.R. 1300. A bill to require the Secretary of
Labor to maintain a publicly available list of
all employers that relocate a call center
overseas, to make such companies ineligible
for Federal grants or guaranteed loans, and
to require disclosure of the physical location
of business agents engaging in customer
service communications, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committees on
Armed Services, Oversight and Government
Reform, and Education and the Workforce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R. 1301. A bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2017, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations,
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and in addition to the Committee on the
Budget, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Ms. MCSALLY (for herself, Mr.
LANCE, Mr. McCAUL, Mr. KATKO, Mr.
VELA, Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana, Mr.
RATCLIFFE, Mr. RUTHERFORD, Mr.
HURD, and Mr. LOUDERMILK):

H.R. 1302. A bill to require an exercise re-
lated to terrorist and foreign fighter travel,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security.

By Mr. PASCRELL (for himself, Mr.
BRAT, Mr. KHANNA, and Mr. GOSAR):

H.R. 1303. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to reform and reduce
fraud and abuse in certain visa programs for
aliens working temporarily in the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ROE of Tennessee (for himself
and Mr. WALBERG):

H.R. 1304. A bill to amend the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, the
Public Health Service Act, and the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from the def-
inition of health insurance coverage certain
medical stop-loss insurance obtained by cer-
tain plan sponsors of group health plans; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Ways
and Means, and Education and the Work-
force, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself, Mr.
MASSIE, Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro-
lina, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. MARCH-
ANT, Mr. OLSON, Mr. BISHOP of Michi-
gan, and Ms. JENKINS of Kansas):

H.R. 1305. A bill to make participation in
the American Community Survey voluntary,
except with respect to certain basic ques-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself and Mr.
WALDEN):

H.R. 1306. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain Federal land in the State of
Oregon, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself and Mr.
COHEN):

H.R. 1307. A bill to amend the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act to establish
a public health insurance option; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. DEFAZIO:

H.R. 1308. A bill to designate the Frank and
Jeanne Moore Wild Steelhead Special Man-
agement Area in the State of Oregon; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. KATKO (for himself, Mr.
McCAUL, Mr. KEATING, and Mr. KING
of New York):

H.R. 1309. A bill to streamline the office
and term of the Administrator of the Trans-
portation Security Administration, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security.

By Mr. SOTO (for himself, Mr. CURBELO
of Florida, Ms. CASTOR of Florida,
Mr. GAETZ, Mr. CRIST, Mrs. DEMINGS,
Mr. DEUTCH, Ms. FRANKEL of Florida,
Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. LAWSON of Flor-
ida, Mrs. MURPHY of Florida, Mr.
PERLMUTTER, Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, and Ms. WILSON of Florida):
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H.R. 1310. A bill to support programs for
mosquito-borne and other vector-borne dis-
ease surveillance and control; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of Nebraska (for him-
self, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. RODNEY
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. KING of Iowa,
Mr. KINZINGER, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
PETERSON, Mr. POCAN, Mr. CART-
WRIGHT, and Mr. WALZ):

H.R. 1311. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act with respect to the ethanol waiver for
Reid vapor pressure limitations under such
Act; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. POLIQUIN (for himself and Mr.
VARGAS):

H.R. 1312. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Investment Incentive Act of 1980 to re-
quire an annual review by the Securities and
Exchange Commission of the annual govern-
ment-business forum on capital formation
that is held pursuant to such Act; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Ms. FOXX (for herself and Mr.
WALBERG):

H.R. 1313. A bill to clarify rules relating to
nondiscriminatory workplace wellness pro-
grams; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce, and Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. GOODLATTE (for himself, Mr.
ROTHFUS, Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro-
lina, Mr. YOHO, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
WEBER of Texas, Mrs. BLACK, Mr. ROE

of Tennessee, Mr. PEARCE, Mr.
MASSIE, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
GOSAR, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.

BRAT, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. COLLINS of
Georgia, Ms. FoxxX, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. RICE of South Carolina,
Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. LAB-
RADOR, Mr. McCLINTOCK, Mr. OLSON,
Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. FRANKS of Ari-
zona, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. BROOKS of
Alabama, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. LAMBORN,
Mr. JORDAN, Mr. POSEY, Mr. PALAZZO,
Mr. BARTON, Mr. JoDY B. HICE of
Georgia, Mr. DENT, Mr. SAM JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. BABIN, Mr. WESTERMAN,
Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida, Mr.
PoE of Texas, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr.
HARRIS, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr.
VALADAO, Mr. HOLDING, Mr. ZELDIN,
Mr. DESANTIS, Mr. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. CAR-
TER of Texas, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr.
MEADOWS, Mr. COLE, Mr. STEWART,
Mr. BisHOP of Utah, Mr. SCHWEIKERT,
Mr. FASO, Ms. GRANGER, and Mr. WIL-
LIAMS):

H.R. 1314. A bill to repeal the renewable
fuel program of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. GOODLATTE (for himself, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. WOMACK, Mr. CoSTA, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. LAMALFA,
Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. BROOKS of Ala-
bama, Mr. POSEY, Mr. DENT, Mr.
PITTENGER, Mr. MEADOWS, Mr. DEFA-
710, Mr. ROTHFUS, Mrs. COMSTOCK,
Mr. GOSAR, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. HAR-
RIS, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. COLE, Mr. POE of
Texas, Mr. LOUDERMILK, Mr. ZELDIN,
Mr. PEARCE, Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr.
CRAWFORD, Mr. COOPER, Mr. MCCAUL,
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. BIisHOP of Utah, Mr.
RICHMOND, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr.
AMODEI, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Mr. BABIN,

H1527

Mr. GAETZ, Mr. JONES, Mr. WILLIAMS,
Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT
of Georgia):

H.R. 1315. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to eliminate certain requirements under
the renewable fuel program, to prohibit the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency from approving the introduction
into commerce of gasoline that contains
greater than 10-volume-percent ethanol, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. CARTER of
Georgia, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee,
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. BLUM,
Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. BABIN):

H.R. 1316. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for pharmacy
benefits manager standards under the Medi-
care prescription drug program and Medicare
Advantage program to further transparency
of payment methodologies to pharmacies,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committees on Ways and Means, Armed
Services, and Oversight and Government Re-
form, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself, Mr. BABIN, Mr. WALZ, Mr.
HIiLnL, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ROUZER, Ms.
SINEMA, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. KING of New
York, Mr. CURBELO of Florida, and
Mr. YOHO):

H.R. 1317. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow members of the
Ready Reserve of a reserve component of the
Armed Forces to make elective deferrals on
the basis of their service to the Ready Re-
serve and on the basis of their other employ-
ment; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER (for her-
self, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. COSTELLO of
Pennsylvania, and Ms. DEGETTE):

H.R. 1318. A bill to support States in their
work to save and sustain the health of moth-
ers during pregnancy, childbirth, and in the
postpartum period, to eliminate disparities
in maternal health outcomes for pregnancy-
related and pregnancy-associated deaths, to
identify solutions to improve health care
quality and health outcomes for mothers,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MARCHANT (for himself, Mr.
THORNBERRY, and Mr. CRAWFORD):

H.R. 1319. A bill to amend title XXVII of
the Public Health Service Act to permit co-
operative governing of public entity health
benefits through local governments in sec-
ondary States; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. KINZINGER (for himself and
Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania):

H.R. 1320. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 related to
Nuclear Regulatory Commission user fees
and annual charges, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BROWN of Maryland:

H.R. 1321. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act to require the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to issue
guidance to reduce up-front premiums for
FHA-insured mortgages if the capital ratio
of the Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund ex-
ceeds the statutory limit, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Ms. JUDY CHU of California (for
herself, Ms. ADAMS, Mr. AGUILAR,
Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. BERA, Mr. BEYER,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr.
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BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BROWNLEY of California, Mrs. BUSTOS,
Mr. CARBAJAL, Mr. CARDENAS, Mr.
CICILLINE, Ms. CLARK of Massachu-
setts, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr.
COHEN, Mr. DANNY K. DAvIs of Illi-
nois, Mr. DEFAZ1I0, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. DOGGETT,
Mr. ELLISON, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. FOSTER, Ms. FRANKEL of Florida,
Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GALLEGO, Mr.
GARAMENDI, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. HAs-
TINGS, Mr. HECK, Mr. HIGGINS of New
York, Mr. HIMES, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
HUFFMAN, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms.
JAYAPAL, Mr. KEATING, Ms. KELLY of
Illinois, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KIHUEN,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI,
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mrs.
LAWRENCE, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
TED LIEU of California, Mr.
LOWENTHAL, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN
GRISHAM of New Mexico, Mr. SEAN
PATRICK MALONEY of New York, Ms.
McCoLLUuM, Ms. KUSTER of New
Hampshire, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr.
MEEKS, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. NADLER,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. NORCROSS, Mr.
O’ROURKE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PETERS,
Ms. PINGREE, Mr. POCAN, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. QUIGLEY, Miss
RICE of New York, Mr. RICHMOND, Ms.
ROSEN, Mr. RUSH, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
Ms. SANCHEZ, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. DAVID ScOoTT of Georgia,

Mr. SERRANO, Ms. SINEMA, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of Wash-
ington, Mr. SoTO, Ms. SPEIER, Mr.

TAKANO, Ms. T1TUS, Mr. TONKO, Mrs.
TORRES, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. VARGAS,
Mr. VEASEY, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
WALZ, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mrs.
WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. WELCH, Mr.
YARMUTH, Ms. DELBENE, Mr. CON-
NOLLY, and Mrs. DAVIS of California):

H.R. 1322. A bill to protect a woman’s right
and ability to determine whether and when
to bear a child or end a pregnancy by lim-
iting restrictions on the provision of abor-
tion services; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. COLLINS of New York (for him-
self and Mr. FLORES):

H.R. 1323. A Dbill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to reduce unnecessary
emergency room visits under the Medicaid
program; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. MCNERNEY:

H.R. 1324. A Dbill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to provide for the establish-
ment of cybersecurity standards for certain
radio frequency equipment; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BUCSHON:

H.R. 1325. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide States with
flexibility with respect to providing pre-
mium assistance under the Medicaid pro-
gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SCHRADER (for himself and
Mr. WELCH):

H.R. 1326. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Defense to submit to Congress a certain
study by the Defense Business Board regard-
ing potential cost savings in the Department
of Defense and to provide for expedited con-
sideration of legislation to implement such
cost savings; to the Committee on Armed
Services, and in addition to the Committee
on Rules, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.
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By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi:

H.R. 1327. A bill to improve transparency
regarding the activities of the American Red
Cross, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BOST (for himself and Ms.
ESTY):

H.R. 1328. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for annual cost-of-
living adjustments to be made automatically
by law each year in the rates of disability
compensation for veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and the rates of depend-
ency and indemnity compensation for sur-
vivors of certain service-connected disabled
veterans, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BOST (for himself and Ms.
ESTY):

H.R. 1329. A bill to increase, effective as of
December 1, 2017, the rates of compensation
for veterans with service-connected disabil-
ities and the rates of dependency and indem-
nity compensation for the survivors of cer-
tain disabled veterans, to amend title 38,
United States Code, to improve the United
States Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims,
to improve the processing of claims by the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. AMODET:

H.R. 1330. A bill to improve the control and
management of invasive species that threat-
en and harm Federal land under the jurisdic-
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Secretary of the Interior, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, and in addition to the Committee on
Agriculture, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BANKS of Indiana:

H.R. 1331. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to provide educational and vo-
cational counseling for veterans on campuses
of institutions of higher learning, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Ms. BONAMICI (for herself and Ms.
STEFANIK):

H.R. 1332. A bill to amend the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act to im-
prove the child and adult care food program,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. CARTER of Georgia:

H.R. 1333. A Dbill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to allow States more
flexibility with respect to using contractors
to make eligibility determinations on behalf
of the State Medicaid plan; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CARTER of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr. BROOKS
of Alabama, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr.
GOSAR, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. PALAZZO, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. JoDY B. HICE of
Georgia, Mr. BISHOP of Michigan, Mr.
ROUZER, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. BURGESS,
Mr. OLSON, Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. KING
of Towa, Mr. BABIN, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT
of Georgia, Mr. YOHO, and Mr. SMITH
of Texas):

H.R. 1334. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to require U.S. Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement, upon the
request of a law enforcement official, to
make a prompt determination of whether to
issue a detainer in the case of an alien ar-
rested for a violation of Federal, State, or
local law; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Ms. CLARKE of New York:

H.R. 1335. A bill to direct the Federal Com-
munications Commission to issue rules to se-
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cure communications networks against
cyber risks, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CRAMER (for himself and Mr.
MULLIN):

H.R. 1336. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide States with
flexibility in providing choice of coverage
through managed care under Medicaid; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CRAMER (for himself, Mr. BLU-
MENAUER, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. PAULSEN,
and Mrs. NOEM):

H.R. 1337. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand tax-free distribu-
tions from individual retirement accounts to
include rollovers for charitable life-income
plans for charitable purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DESJARLAIS (for himself, Mr.
BARR, Mrs. BLACK, Mrs. BLACKBURN,
Mr. COMER, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee,
Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr.
ROE of Tennessee, and Mr. ROGERS of
Kentucky):

H.R. 1338. A bill to amend the Horse Pro-
tection Act to provide increased protection
for horses participating in shows, exhibi-
tions, or sales, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee (for him-
self, Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina,
and Mr. SESSIONS):

H.R. 1339. A bill to require that the Federal
Government procure from the private sector
the goods and services necessary for the op-
erations and management of certain Govern-
ment agencies, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

By Mr. ENGEL:

H.R. 1340. A bill to require the Federal
Communications Commission to establish an
Interagency Communications Security Com-
mittee, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GOSAR (for himself, Mr.
AMODEI, Mr. BABIN, Mr. BARLETTA,
Mr. BROOKS of Alabama, Ms.

BROWNLEY of California, Mr. CAPU-
ANO, Mrs. COMSTOCK, Mr. COOPER, Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. DUN-
CAN of Tennessee, Miss GONZALEZ-
COLON of Puerto Rico, Mr. JONES, Mr.
LAMALFA, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
NEWHOUSE, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. ROSKAM,
Ms. SINEMA, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr.
YoHO, and Mr. GOHMERT):

H.R. 1341. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to prohibit the ac-
ceptance by political committees of online
contributions from certain unverified
sources, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. BABIN, Mr.
BERGMAN, Mr. BIGGS, Mr. CONAWAY,
Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. DUNCAN of
South Carolina, Mr. FRANKS of Ari-
zona, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr.
GOSAR, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. JoDY B.
HICE of Georgia, Mr. JONES, Mr.
KELLY of Mississippi, Mr. KING of
Iowa, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. PITTENGER,
Mr. RICE of South Carolina, Mr.
ROKITA, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
Mr. YOHO, and Mr. LAMBORN):

H.R. 1342. A bill to prohibit any institution
of higher education that receives a Federal
research and development grant and does not
comply with a lawful request for information
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or detainment of an alien made by any offi-
cer or employee of the Federal government
who is charged with enforcement of the im-
migration laws from receiving indirect cost
reimbursement funding, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and in addition to the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HULTGREN (for himself, Mr.
DELANEY, Mr. STIVERS, Ms. SINEMA,
Mr. HIiGGINS of New York, and Mr.
MACARTHUR):

H.R. 1343. A bill to direct the Securities
and Exchange Commission to revise its rules
so as to increase the threshold amount for
requiring issuers to provide certain disclo-
sures relating to compensatory benefit plans;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. KILMER (for himself and Mrs.
COMSTOCK):

H.R. 1344. A bill to provide grants to assist
States in developing and implementing plans
to address cybersecurity threats or
vulnerabilities, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Homeland Security, and
in addition to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Ms. CLARK
of Massachusetts, and Ms. BASS):

H.R. 1345. A Dbill to amend the Fair Credit
Reporting Act to create protected credit re-
ports for minors and protect the credit of mi-
nors, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself, Mr.
LEWIS of Minnesota, Ms. EsTYy, Mr.
HULTGREN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. RODNEY
DAavis of Illinois, Mr. WEBSTER of
Florida, Mr. NOLAN, Mrs. WALORSKI,
Mr. CosTA, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr.
QUIGLEY, and Mr. DENHAM):

H.R. 1346. A bill to repeal the rule issued by
the Federal Highway Administration and the
Federal Transit Administration entitled
“Metropolitan Planning Organization Co-
ordination and Planning Area Reform’; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. LOUDERMILK (for himself, Mr.
KATKO, Mr. KEATING, Mr. HURD, Ms.
SINEMA, Mr. RATCLIFFE, and Ms.
MCSALLY):

H.R. 1347. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Homeland Security to provide counter-
radicalization training to Department of
Homeland Security representatives at State
and local fusion centers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity.

By Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York:

H.R. 1348. A bill to require the Director of
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion to complete a study on the human
health implications of per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) contami-
nation in drinking water; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. McCLINTOCK (for himself, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. WESTERMAN, and Mr.
PEARCE):

H.R. 1349. A bill to amend the Wilderness
Act to ensure that the use of bicycles, wheel-
chairs, strollers, and game carts is not pro-
hibited in Wilderness Areas, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. NOLAN:

H.R. 1350. A bill to modify the boundary of
Voyageurs National Park in the State of
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Minnesota, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. PERRY (for himself and Mr.
McCAUL):

H.R. 1351. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to direct the Administrator of
the Transportation Security Administration
(TSA) to make certain improvements in
managing TSA’s employee misconduct, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security.

By Mr. RENACCI (for himself, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. KILMER,
Mr. WEBSTER of Florida, and Mr.
TIBERI):

H.R. 1352. A bill to encourage States to en-
gage more TANF recipients in activities
leading to employment and self-sufficiency,
and to simplify State administration of
TANF work requirements; to the Committee
on Ways and Means, and in addition to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Miss RICE of New York (for herself,
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. KEATING,
and Mr. KATKO):

H.R. 1353. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to require certain addi-
tional information to be submitted to Con-
gress regarding the strategic 5-year tech-
nology investment plan of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security.

By Mr. THOMAS J. ROONEY of Florida
(for himself and Mr. RYAN of Ohio):

H.R. 1354. A bill to increase the penalties
for fentanyl trafficking; to the Committee
on the Judiciary, and in addition to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT:

H.R. 1355. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to give States the option of monitoring
covered criteria air pollutants in designated
areas by greatly increasing the number of air
quality sensors in exchange for greater regu-
latory flexibility in the methods of moni-
toring, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. SPEIER (for herself, Ms. SHEA-
PORTER, Mr. WELCH, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
JEFFRIES, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. NORCROSS, Mr. RASKIN,
Mr. THOMPSON of California, Ms.
MATSUI, Mr. CASTRO of Texas, Mr.
HIMES, Ms. MAXINE WATERS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. JONES,
Mr. QUIGLEY, Ms. CASTOR of Florida,
Mr. NOLAN, Mr. KEATING, Ms. JUDY
CHU of California, Mr. EVANS, Ms.
LEE, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. SIRES, Ms.
JACKSON LEE, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. COHEN, Mr. DESAULNIER,
Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. PINGREE,
Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and
Mr. LARSEN of Washington):

H.R. 1356. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit disclosure of tax
return information to the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence of the House of
Representatives and to the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the Senate; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. STEFANIK (for herself and Mr.
THOMPSON of California):

H.R. 1357. A Dbill to provide for the issuance
of a semipostal to benefit programs that
combat invasive species; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform, and
in addition to the Committees on Natural
Resources, and Agriculture, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
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in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. TONKO (for himself, Ms. TSON-
GAS, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. KILMER, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. SoTOo, Ms.
LEE, Mr. NADLER, Mr. DESAULNIER,
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,
Ms. NORTON, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms.
CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. WIL-
SON of Florida, Mr. BEYER, Ms. LOF-
GREN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. MOORE,
Mr. RUSH, Ms. MENG, Ms. ROSEN, Mr.
KEATING, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. TED LIEU
of California, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
RASKIN, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. CICILLINE,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. CARTWRIGHT,
Mr. MOULTON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. NEAL, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico, Mr.
PocAN, Ms. BONAMICI, Ms. SPEIER, Ms.
JUDY CHU of California, Mrs. LAW-
RENCE, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
MCNERNEY, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mrs.
WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. PALLONE, Ms.
McCoLLUuM, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms.
HANABUSA, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. POLIS,
Mr. SWALWELL of California, Mr.
KHANNA, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms.
BROWNLEY of California, Mr. FOSTER,
Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
CRIST, Mrs. DINGELL, Ms. EsTY, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr.
HUFFMAN, Mr. BERA, Ms. SANCHEZ,
Mr. ScoTrT of Virginia, Mr. MEEKS,
and Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ):

H.R. 1358. A bill to protect scientific integ-
rity in Federal research and policymaking,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology.

By Mrs. WALORSKI (for herself and
Miss RICE of New York):

H.R. 1359. A bill to provide for the recon-
sideration of claims for disability compensa-
tion for veterans who were the subjects of
experiments by the Department of Defense
during World War II that were conducted to
assess the effects of mustard gas or lewisite
on people, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Armed Services,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself, Mr.
CUELLAR, and Mr. BARR):

H.R. 1360. A bill to exempt small seller
financers from certain licensing require-
ments; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. ZELDIN (for himself, Mr. LAR-
SON of Connecticut, Mr. JOYCE of
Ohio, Mr. LATTA, Mr. RENACCI, Mr.
TIBERI, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. ELLISON,
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Ms. DELBENE, Mr.
HIGGINS of New York, Mr. YOUNG of
Iowa, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. KAPTUR,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mrs. MCMORRIS
RODGERS, Mr. LANCE, Mrs. BLACK, Mr.
CROWLEY, and Ms. DELAURO):

H.R. 1361. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for the non-
application of Medicare competitive acquisi-
tion rates to complex rehabilitative wheel-
chairs and accessories; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. THOMPSON of California (for
himself, Ms. STEFANIK, Mrs. MIMI
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WALTERS of California, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. DONOVAN, Ms. NORTON, Ms. JEN-
KINS of Kansas, Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mrs.
BUSTOS, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. DELANEY,
Mr. KHANNA, Ms. SPEIER, Mr.
SWALWELL of California, Mr. PA-
NETTA, Ms. TSONGAS, Mrs. NAPOLI-
TANO, Mr. CORREA, Ms. DELBENE, Ms.
DELAURO, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mrs. DIN-
GELL, Ms. BONAMICI, Ms. BORDALLO,

Ms. TiTUus, Ms. PINGREE, Mrs.
RADEWAGEN, Ms. LEE, Mr.
DESAULNIER, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.

LARSEN of Washington, Ms. ROSEN,
Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. COHEN, Mr. ENGEL,
Mr. TAKANO, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
PocAN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
CICILLINE, Mr. SIRES, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Ms. SINEMA, Mr. COSTA, Mr. JOHNSON
of Georgia, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
Mr. SoTo, Ms. ADAMS, Mr. MCNERNEY,
Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. MOORE, Mrs. COMSTOCK,
and Mr. PETERS):

H. Res. 164. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of National Women’s His-
tory Month; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina:

H. Res. 165. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives with
respect to polio; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Foreign Affairs, and Financial
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. AMODEI (for himself and Mr.
WELCH):

H. Res. 166. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the United States postal facility network is
an asset of significant value and the United
States Postal Service should take appro-
priate measures to maintain, modernize and
fully utilize the existing post office network
for economic growth; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT (for himself and
Ms. NORTON):

H. Res. 167. A resolution supporting the
designation of the week of February 26 to
March 4, 2017, as ‘‘National Spinal CSF Leak
Awareness Week’; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois (for
himself and Mrs. DAVIS of California):

H. Res. 168. A resolution encouraging peo-
ple in the United States to recognize March
2, 2017, as Read Across America Day; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. NEAL (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. WELCH, Ms.
CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. LARSON
of Connecticut, Mr. POLIQUIN, Mr.
KEATING, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. LYNCH,
Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. MOULTON, Ms. SHEA-
PORTER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
CICILLINE, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. ESTY,
and Mr. HIMES):

H. Res. 169. A resolution congratulating
the New England Patriots on their victory in
Super Bowl LI; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

By Ms. STEFANIK (for herself and Mr.
THOMPSON of California):

H. Res. 170. A resolution expressing the
commitment of the House of Representatives
to work to combat the nationwide problem
of invasive species threatening native eco-
systems; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, and in addition to the Committees
on Agriculture, and Transportation and In-
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frastructure, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

———

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia:

H.R. 1299.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, clause 3: Congress shall
have the power to regulate commerce with
foreign nations; Article I, section 8, clause
18: Congerss shall have the power to make all
laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into execution the foregoing pow-
ers.

By Mr. MCKINLEY:

H.R. 1300.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

According to Article I, Section 8, Clause 3
of the Constitution: The Congress shall have
power to enact this legislation to regulate
commerce with foreign nations, and among
the several states, and with the Indian
tribes.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R. 1301.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The principal constitutional authority for
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United
States (the appropriation power), which
states: ““No Money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law . . . .”” In addition, clause
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution
(the spending power) provides: ‘“The Con-
gress shall have the Power . .. to pay the
Debts and provide for the common Defence
and general Welfare of the United States
... .7 Together, these specific constitu-
tional provisions establish the congressional
power of the purse, granting Congress the
authority to appropriate funds, to determine
their purpose, amount, and period of avail-
ability, and to set forth terms and conditions
governing their use.

By Ms. MCSALLY:

H.R. 1302.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18—To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United

States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof
By Mr. PASCRELL:
H.R. 1303.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
Aricle 1, Section 1
By Mr. ROE of Tennessee:
H.R. 1304.
Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
Article 1, Section 8, paragraph 3 of the U.S.
Constitution
By Mr. POE of Texas:
H.R. 1305.
Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
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Clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the
Constitution which states that Congress has
the power ‘‘to make all laws which shall be
necessary and proper for carrying into Exe-
cution the foregoing Powers, and all other
Powers vested by this Constitution in the
Government of the United States, or in any
Department or Officer thereof.

By Mr. DEFAZIO:

H.R. 1306.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (relating to
the power to make all laws necessary and
proper for carrying out the powers vested in
Congress)

By Mr. DEFAZIO:

H.R. 1307.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (relating to
the power to make all laws necessary and
proper for carrying out the powers vested in
Congress)

By Mr. DEFAZIO:

H.R. 1308.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 (relating to
the power to make all laws necessary and
proper for carrying out the powers vested in
Congress)

By Mr. KATKO:

H.R. 1309.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18—To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United
States or in any Department or Officer
thereof.

By Mr. SOTO:

H.R. 1310.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. SMITH of Nebraska:

H.R. 1311.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution, specifically Clause 3 (related
to regulation of commerce among the sev-
eral states).

By Mr. POLIQUIN:

H.R. 1312.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress ‘“To regu-
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes:” as enumerated in Article 1,
Section 8 of the United States Constitution.

By Ms. FOXX:

H.R. 1313.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States

By Mr. GOODLATTE:

H.R. 1314.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, clause 3. Since the fed-
eral government has extended Article I, Sec-
tion 8, Clause 3 (the commerce clause) be-
yond its intended boundaries, it follows that
efforts to rein in excessive federal govern-
ment encroachment in this area can be justi-
fied by Article I, Section 8, Clause 3.

By Mr. GOODLATTE:

H.R. 1315.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
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Article I, Section 8, clause 3. Since the fed-
eral government has extended Article I, Sec-
tion 8, Clause 3 (the commerce clause) be-
yond its intended boundaries, it follows that
efforts to rein in excessive federal govern-
ment encroachment in this area can be justi-
fied by Article I, Section 8, Clause 3.

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia:

H.R. 1316.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority in which this
bill rests is the power of Congress to regulate
commerce as enumerated in Article I, Sec-
tion 8, Clause 3, as applied to healthcare.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas:

H.R. 1317.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

By Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER:

H.R. 1318.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

By Mr. MARCHANT:

H.R. 1319.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

1. The power to regulate commerce among
several states as enumerated in Article I,
Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States Con-
stitution.

2. to provide for the general welfare of the
United States as enumerated in Article I,
Section 8, Clause 1 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Mr. KINZINGER:

H.R. 1320.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. BROWN of Maryland:

H.R. 1321.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Commerce Clause (Art. 1, Sec. 8, Cl. 3)

Necessary and Proper Clause (Art. 1, Sec. 8,
Cl. 18)

By Ms. JUDY CHU of California:

H.R. 1322.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the
United States Constitution

By Mr. COLLINS of New York:

H.R. 1323.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Mr. MCNERNEY:

H.R. 1324.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States grants Congress the au-
thority to enact this bill

By Mr. BUCSHON:

H.R. 1325.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution

By Mr. SCHRADER:

H.R. 1326.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under:

U.S. Const. art. 1, §1;

U.S. Const. art. 1, §8, cl. 13;

U.S. Const. art. 1, §8, cl. 14; and

U.S. Const. art. 1, §8, cl. 18.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi:

H.R. 1327.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
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The U.S. Constitution, including Article I,

section 8
By Mr. BOST:

H.R. 1328.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Mr. BOST:

H.R. 1329.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Mr. AMODETI:

H.R. 1330.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution, specifically clause 1 (relating to
providing for the general welfare of the
United States) and clause 18 (relating to the
power to make all laws necessary and proper
for carrying out the powers vested in Con-
gress), and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (re-
lating to the power of Congress to dispose of
and make all needful rules and regulations
respecting the territory or other property
belonging to the United States).

By Mr. BANKS of Indiana:

H.R. 1331.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Ms. BONAMICI:

H.R. 1332.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution

By Mr. CARTER of Georgia:

H.R. 1333.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. CARTER of Georgia:

H.R. 1334.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Ms. CLARKE of New York:

H.R. 1335.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

the power granted to Congress under Arti-
cle I of the United States Constitution and it
subsequent amendments, and further clari-
fied and interpreted by the Supreme Court of
the United States.

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R. 1336.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause I (the Spending
Clause) of the United States Constitution
states that ‘“The Congress shall have Power
to lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts,
and Excises, to pay for Debts and provide for
the common defense and general welfare of
the United States.

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R. 1337.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, which states ‘‘The
Congress shall have Power To lay and collect
Taxes,” and Article I, Section 7, which states
‘“All Bills for raising Revenue shall originate
in the House of Representatives.”

By Mr. DESJARLAIS:

H.R. 1338.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. Congress
shall have Power to regulate Commerce with
Foreign Nations, and among the several
states, and with Indian Tribes.
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By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee:

H.R. 1339.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8—this bill regulates
Commerce among the several states.

Amendment V—the bill assures that citi-
zens’ liberty and property (their businesses
and livelihood)are not deprived, that the
government does not take property (market
share, potential for profit and livelihood)
without just compensation.

Amendment X—Nothing in the Constitu-
tion authorizes the Federal government to
do anything other than those things enumer-
ated (coin money, enter into treaties, con-
duct a Census — — — which are inherently gov-
ernmental). Thus, under Amendment X, the
right to carry out commercial activities is
reserved to the people.

By Mr. ENGEL:

H.R. 1340.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

U.S. Const. Art. I §8.

By Mr. GOSAR:

H.R. 1341.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18, the Nec-
essary and Proper Clause

In 2011, the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia held in Bluman
v. FEC that “It is fundamental to the defini-
tion of our national political community
that foreign citizens do not have a constitu-
tional right to participate in, and thus may
be excluded from, activities of democratic
self-government.”” Bluman specifically ad-
dressed and prohibited political campaign
contributions to U.S. elections. In 2012, the
United States Supreme Court affirmed, hold-
ing that the prohibition in 2 U.S.C. 441 (e) on
campaign contributions by any ‘‘foreign na-
tional” was narrowly tailored to achieve a
compelling government interest. Given that
the Stop Foreign Donations Affecting Our
Elections Act supplements the intent of
these rulings and the 1966 law that banned
such contributions, it is both within the
scope of Congress’s power and is thus con-
stitutional.

By Mr. HARRIS:

H.R. 1342.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 4 of the United
States Constitution which grants Congress
the authority to establish a uniform Rule of
Naturalization, and uniform Laws on the
subject of Bankruptcies throughout the
United States.

By Mr. HULTGREN:

H.R. 1343.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Section 8, Clause 3: To regulate Commerce
with foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes.

Section 8, Clause 18: To make all Laws
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers,
and all other Powers vested by the Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States,
ir in any Department or Officer thereof.

By Mr. KILMER:

H.R. 1344.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Pursuant to Article I, Section 8 of the
United States Constitution.

By Mr. LANGEVIN:

H.R. 1345.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

By Mr. LIPINSKI:

H.R. 1346.



H1532

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article one, section 8, clause 18, United
States Constitution

By Mr. LOUDERMILK:

H.R. 1347.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18—To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United
States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.

By Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York:

H.R. 1348.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Art. I, Sec. 8

By Mr. MCCLINTOCK:

H.R. 1349.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (the Prop-
erty Clause), which confers on Congress the
power to make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the property belonging to
the United States.

By Mr. NOLAN:

H.R. 1350.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Con-
stitution provides that Congress shall have
the Power to dispose of and make all needful
Rules and Regulations respecting the Terri-
tory or other Property belonging to the
United States.

By Mr. PERRY:

H.R. 1351.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. RENACCT:

H.R. 1352.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United
States Constitution, to ‘“‘provide for the com-
mon Defence and general Welfare of the
United States.”

By Miss RICE of New York:

H.R. 1353.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. THOMAS J. ROONEY of Flor-
ida:

H.R. 1354.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Under Article I, Section 8 of the Constitu-
tion, Congress has the power ‘‘to make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United
States, or any Department or Officer there-
of”.

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT:

H.R. 1355.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, of the United States Constitution

By Ms. SPEIER:

H.R. 1356.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Ms. STEFANIK:

H.R. 1357.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Mr. TONKO:

H.R. 1358.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, clause 1

The Congress shall have Power to lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts, and Excises,
to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defence and general Welfare of the. United
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises
shall be unfirom throughout the TUnited
States.

By Mrs. WALORSKI:

H.R. 1359.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 U.S. Con-
stitution

By Mr. WILLIAMS:

H.R. 1360.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (‘‘To regulate
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among
the several States, and with the Indian
Tribes’’)

By Mr. ZELDIN:

H.R. 1361.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution.

————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 20: Mr. FOSTER and Mr. RICHMOND.

H.R. 38: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. MUR-
PHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. McCAUL, Mr. FLO-
RES, and Mr. BERGMAN.

H.R. 154: Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 165: Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 184: Ms. ROSEN.

H.R. 187: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. MEEKS.

H.R. 367: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. BERGMAN, and
Mr. ALLEN.

H.R. 368: Mrs. RADEWAGEN.

H.R. 453: Mr. PAULSEN.

H.R. 525: Mrs. HARTZLER.

H.R. 532: Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. SCHNEIDER, and
Ms. GABBARD.

H.R. 539: Mr. WENSTRUP.

H.R. 545: Mr. COLE, Mr. ROUZER, and Mr.
COLLINS of New York.

H.R. 553: Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. KELLY of
Pennsylvania, and Mrs. COMSTOCK.

H.R. 586: Mr. WITTMAN.

H.R. 625: Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. DEMINGS, Mr.
RICHMOND, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. BARRAGAN,
Mr. VALADAO, Mr. DENHAM, Mr. KNIGHT, Mr.
CURBELO of Florida, and Mr. ISSA.

H.R. 627: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York.

H.R. 639: Mr. HARRIS.

H.R. 696: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 706: Mr. ROKITA.

H.R. 721: Ms. MATSUI, Mr. PALAZZO, Mrs.
COMSTOCK, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. KIL-
MER, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. CURBELO of Flor-
ida, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. RUSH, Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr.
MESSER, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. KELLY of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 747: Mr. LoBIONDO and Mr. LARSON of
Connecticut.

H.R. 772: Ms. TENNEY, Mr. BUCK, and Mr.
GALLAGHER.
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H.R. 781: Mr. BRAT.

H.R. 804: Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 807: Mr. LANCE, Mr. GRAVES of Mis-
souri, Mr. NUNES, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr.
DEFAZIO.

H.R. 812: Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 816: Ms. TSONGAS.

H.R. 820: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, Mr. WALZ, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. CHABOT,
Ms. BROWNLEY of California, and Mr. LOBI-
ONDO.

H.R. 838: Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 839: Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 846: Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr.
BRIDENSTINE, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr.
COOPER, Mr. CALVERT, and Ms. TITUS.

H.R. 849: Mr. O’ROURKE.

H.R. 854: Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida.

H.R. 895: Mr. DESANTIS.

H.R. 926: Mr. PANETTA.

H.R. 953: Mr. NEWHOUSE, Mr. LUETKEMEYER,
Mr. ROKITA, Mr. BANKS of Indiana, and Mr.
CRAMER.

H.R. 968: Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr.
HASTINGS, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 970: Ms. JACKSON LEE.

H.R. 972: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. EVANS, and
Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 1001: Mr. WELCH and Mrs. BEATTY.

H.R. 1005: Mr. BIisHOP of Utah and Mr.
SU0ZZI.

H.R. 1037: Mr. LANGEVIN.

H.R. 1038: Mr. ALLEN.

H.R. 1049: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1069: Mr. HASTINGS.

H.R. 1094: Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. RICHMOND, Ms.
MOORE, and Mrs. DINGELL.

H.R. 1096: Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana and
Mr. GOSAR.

H.R. 1101: Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr.
PITTENGER, Mr. FLORES, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.
ROUZER, and Mr. HUNTER.

H.R. 1127: Ms. CASTOR of Florida.

H.R. 1148: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia,
Mr. TONKO, Mr. WENSTRUP, Mr. HUDSON, Mr.
O’ROURKE, and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 1158: Mr. HIGGINS of New York.

H.R. 1159: Mr. AMODEI, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr.
DELANEY, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. KING of New York,
Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. PERL-
MUTTER, Mr. RENAccI, Miss RICE of New
York, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
Ms. STEFANIK, Mrs. WALORSKI, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. WEBER of Texas,
and Mr. SWALWELL of California.

H.R. 1186: Mrs. DINGELL.

H.R. 1259: Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana, Mr.
DESANTIS, and Mr. ROYCE of California.

H.R. 1276: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 1284: Mr. MARSHALL.

H.J. Res. 31: Mr. KILMER.

H.J. Res. 59: Mr. WESTERMAN.

H.J. Res. 73: Mr. STEWART, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, Mr. CARTER of Texas, and Mr. SES-
SIONS.

H.J. Res. 75: Ms. JACKSON LEE.

H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. BARTON.

H. Con. Res. 24: Mr. NEAL, Mr. WELCH, Mr.
HI1GGINS of New York, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. CON-
NOLLY, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. LARSON of
Connecticut, Mr. PocAN, and Mr. CAPUANO.

H. Res. 28: Mr. VEASEY, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. CORREA, Mr. SHU-
STER, and Mr. MACARTHUR.

H. Res. 69: Mr. TONKO.

H. Res. 84: Mr. YARMUTH.

H. Res. 92: Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CASTRO of
Texas, Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, and
Mr. LARSEN of Washington.



March 2, 2017

H. Res.
MUTTER.

H. Res. 135: Mr. BYRNE, Mr. HUIZENGA, and
Mr. MITCHELL.

H. Res. 140: Ms. JACKSON LEE.

H. Res. 142: Mr. YOUNG of Iowa, Ms. MOORE,
Mr. COHEN, and Mr. PASCRELL.

H. Res. 152: Mr. BANKS of Indiana.

130: Mr. COHEN and Mr. PERL- CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-

ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:
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OFFERED BY MR. FRELINGHUYSEN

H.R. 1301, making appropriations for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2017, and for other pur-
poses, does not contain any congressional
earmark, limited tax benefits, or limited tar-
iff benefits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

————
PRAYER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by Sharad
H. Creasman, campus minister and ad-
visor to the president of Brevard Col-
lege in Brevard, NC.

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

We are grateful to stand at the begin-
ning of a new day and a new session.
Thank You for the roads we have trav-
eled and for the strength, courage, and
fortitude to continue on the roads yet
traveled.

Thank You also for the incredible in-
dividuals in this space, who have com-
mitted themselves to a life of service—
women and men who have chosen to
use their gifts and their passions to
serve their respective constituencies
and our Nation.

Help us all on this day to choose
courage over fear, benevolence over un-
kindness, and selflessness over selfish-
ness. Remind us in all of our endeavors
that Your energizing and enlivening
presence is already with us. And as we
continue to press forward through this
session and this day, thank You for
being the one who has already made
the way. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

——
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

HELLER). The majority leader is recog-
nized.

Senate

CONGRATULATING SENATOR
COCHRAN

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
wish to start by taking a moment to
recognize our distinguished colleague
who just marked an impressive mile-
stone in the history of the Senate. Last
week, the senior Senator from Mis-
sissippi became the 10th longest serv-
ing Senator in U.S. history. With over
38 years of service in this body, Sen-
ator THAD COCHRAN has proved himself
to be a leader and a statesman.

When the Magnolia State sent Sen-
ator COCHRAN to the Senate, it was the
first time a Republican had won a
statewide election in Mississippi in
over a century. When he decided to
run, Senator COCHRAN didn’t falter in
the face of long odds. He campaigned
hard, and he won. Because of his pas-
sionate and dedicated service, the peo-
ple of Mississippi have sent him back
time and again.

Senator COCHRAN has come a long
way from his first job as a carhop at
Gunn’s Dairy Barn near Jackson, MS.
Now, he proudly serves the people of
his State and helps craft legislation for
the entire Nation.

Here in the Senate, we have all had
the opportunity to work with Senator
COCHRAN. Whether on agricultural
issues, responding to national disas-
ters, or mnegotiating appropriations
bills, Senator COCHRAN has played a
crucial role on many pieces of legisla-
tion. As the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, he has done im-
portant work as well.

I know that colleagues on both sides
can agree that working with him is al-
ways an enjoyable experience. Senator
COCHRAN has accomplished a great deal
during his years in the Senate. With a
conservative philosophy and an affable
personality that endears him to both
sides of the aisle, Senator COCHRAN has
made an important impact.

A few years ago, Senator COCHRAN
reached another important milestone
when he cast vote No. 12,000 here in the

Senate. At that time, I mentioned that
Time Magazine included him on the
list of America’s “Top 10 Senators.”
They named him “The Quiet Per-
suader.” We all know that Washington
is filled with loud voices, but Senator
COCHRAN’s manner has served our
friend and this institution very, very
well.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
congratulating Senator COCHRAN, his
wife Kay, and his entire family on this
notable occasion.

————

REPEALING AND REPLACING
OBAMACARE

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, on
another matter entirely, I appreciated
the opportunity to visit with the Presi-
dent yesterday after his impressive
speech before Congress. We had a posi-
tive discussion about the upcoming leg-
islative agenda. One important item we
discussed was the way forward on re-
pealing and replacing ObamaCare.

Just yesterday, our Members came
together for a productive discussion on
the next steps toward protecting Amer-
ican families from the broken promises
of ObamaCare. Here in Congress, we re-
main committed to working with the
administration to repeal and replace
this failed law.

President Trump, in his address to
Congress, reaffirmed his own commit-
ment as well. He provided important
direction on what the path forward
should look like as we transition away
from ObamaCare toward truly patient-
centered care.

Now, look, we know this transition
isn’t going to be easy. Providing relief
from the disaster of ObamaCare is
going to be a challenge. However, the
status quo is simply not sustainable.
The American people need help, and
they need it right now.

That is why we started the process of
repealing and replacing this partisan
law at the beginning of the year, and it
is why we will keep working to make
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this right for American families. It is
what the people who sent us here have
called for, and it remains among our
top priorities here in the Senate.

——
NOMINATIONS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, on
yet another matter, the Senate has
been working to put the President’s
Cabinet in place with several impor-
tant agencies that serve the American
people. I am pleased to share that, by
the end of the week, we will have con-
firmed even more nominees, including
Representative ZINKE, whom we ap-
proved yesterday, as well as Dr. Ben
Carson and Gov. Rick Perry. Both Car-
son and Perry received bipartisan sup-
port in committee, and I expect to see
the same when the Senate votes to con-
firm them. Once we do, Dr. Carson can
begin bringing much needed reforms to
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, while Governor Perry
can begin leading on smarter policies
at the Energy Department.

I also look forward to confirming an-
other important nomination before the
Senate. Judge Neil Gorsuch continues
to earn praise from both sides of the
aisle, including many on the political
left. President Obama’s legal mentor
calls Gorsuch ‘‘brilliant.”

His former Solicitor General praises
Gorsuch for his ‘“‘fairness.”

Alan Dershowitz says Gorsuch is
“highly credentialed’ and ‘‘hard to op-
pose on the merits.”

Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg re-
cently had praise for the judge, too,
complimenting his collegiality and ex-
cellent writing abilities.

Judge Gorsuch has received wide sup-
port in his local community as well,
with more than 200 Colorado lawyers
from across the political spectrum
voicing their support for his nomina-
tion. Here is what they said in a letter
to Colorado’s Senators just last week.
They wrote:

We know Judge Gorsuch to be a person of
utmost character. He is fair, decent, and
honest, both as a judge and a person. His
record shows that he believes strongly in the
independence of the judiciary. Judge
Gorsuch has a well-earned reputation as an
excellent jurist. He voted with the majority
in 98 percent of the cases he heard on the
Tenth Circuit, a great portion of which were
joined by judges appointed by Democratic
presidents.

We all agree that Judge Gorsuch is excep-
tionally well-qualified to join the Supreme
Court. He deserves an up or down vote.

That is from 200 Colorado lawyers.

It is praise that has been reiterated
by other Coloradans as well. Here is
how the Colorado Springs Gazette put
it this week in an editorial supporting
the nomination. The paper said:

To vote against Judge Gorsuch would favor

. party over someone who clearly ranks
among the top-qualified nominees in the
court’s history.

The considerable praise we have
heard regarding Judge Gorsuch is not
surprising when we consider the rep-
utation he has earned across his State,
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in the Federal judiciary, and among
those who have worked with him
through the years. That includes Judge
John Kane, a senior district court
judge in Colorado appointed by Presi-
dent Carter. He also shared his view
this week on what type of jurist Judge
Gorsuch has been, and will continue to
be, if confirmed to the Supreme Court.
Here is what he had to say. This is a
Carter appointee:

[Judge Gorsuch’s] opinions, concurrences
and dissents are clear, cogent and mercifully
to the point. I have been affirmed and re-
versed by him and in each instance I thought
he was right and fair.

Let me repeat what Judge Kane, a
Carter appointee, said:

I have been affirmed and reversed by him
and in each instance I thought he was right
and fair.

Judge Kane added that Judge
Gorsuch’s “‘writings indicate a strong
respect for tradition and precedent”
and, he said, ‘I don’t find his decisions
reflecting any sort of ideological bias.”

“I am very comfortable with this
nomination,”” Judge Kane concluded,
and “I’'m not sure we could expect bet-
ter, or that better presently exists.”

Let me say that again. This is a Car-
ter appointee to Federal courts. He
said: “‘I’'m not sure we could expect bet-
ter, or that better presently exists.”

In other words, no one is better.

It is high acclaim from someone who
not only has professional experience
with the nominee before us but also
someone who, as a judge himself, has a
clear-eyed understanding of the stand-
ards a jurist must uphold.

In the coming days, we can expect to
see more examples of bipartisan sup-
port for Judge Gorsuch. He is an out-
standing nominee. He is both well
qualified and well respected, and he de-
serves fair consideration and an up-or-
down vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

————

THANKING THE MAJORITY
LEADER

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me
thank the distinguished majority lead-
er for his generous remarks about my
service in the Senate, as has been re-
flected by the last long number of
years. It is heartwarming, and it also
reminds me of how important our col-
lective efforts are for the future of our
country, our economy, peace in our
time, and in helping ensure that we
make our time here a positive influ-
ence over the opportunities that are
available for our citizens to enjoy life,
safe and secure, with good leaders and
commonsense leaders. That is what our
leader is.

I yield the floor.

———————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, morning business is
closed.

———————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to resume
consideration of the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Benjamin S.
Carson, Sr., of Florida, to be Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 20
minutes of debate equally divided.

If nobody yields time, the time will
be charged equally.

The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I stand
this morning just before we vote on Dr.
Benjamin Carson as the next Secretary
of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development to strongly urge
my colleagues to support his nomina-
tion.

Dr. Carson was advanced in the com-
mittee by a voice vote, as Senator
BROWN and I worked with the Banking
Committee to assure that his nomina-
tion moved through smoothly. I thank
Senator BROWN for his cooperation and
work to help us move this nomination
promptly.

Dr. Carson also received numerous
letters of support from former HUD
Secretaries and housing stakeholders
alike. There truly is an excitement for
his leadership to be brought to the De-
partment.

As I highlighted yesterday, Dr. Car-
son has said that once confirmed, he is
committed to embarking on a listening
tour, where he will hear stories and
concerns from housing stakeholders
across America. This presents a real
opportunity for Americans to weigh in
on how housing issues affect them in
their local communities—input that
can make a lasting impact on HUD
policies.

Once Dr. Carson is confirmed, we can
begin working on several important
issues under HUD’s jurisdiction. Home-
lessness, especially among our Nation’s
veterans, needs to be addressed. We
need to streamline regulatory burdens
on local public housing agencies so
that they can more efficiently serve
the communities that rely on them. Fi-
nancing arrangements for small and
rural affordable housing developments
should also be strengthened.

For years, there has been bipartisan
interest in a number of these reforms.
I look forward to having a strong part-
ner at HUD so that we can tackle these
important issues and many others
head-on. I am eager to get that process
started and to start work with Dr. Car-
son, with Ranking Member BROWN, and
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with other members of the Banking
Committee on these critical issues.

Again, I urge my colleagues to vote
to confirm Dr. Carson so that this im-
portant work can begin.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment plays a vital role ensuring that
all Americans have access to safe af-
fordable housing. Affordable housing
should not be a political issue; it is a
moral issue. Programs like Section 8
and the Community Development
Block Grant, CDBG, Program Kkeep
families in their homes and support
and maintain affordable housing. That
is not up for debate.

I am disappointed that President
Trump did not look to our knowledge-
able housing advocates across the
country to identify a qualified, experi-
enced nominee to serve as Secretary of
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development and instead nominated
Dr. Ben Carson to this important posi-
tion. In testimony before the Senate
Banking Committee, Dr, Carson, like
many nominees, said the right things.
He made the right promises. I want to
believe that he will fulfill those com-
mitments.

Programs administered by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment keep shelter over the heads of
our Nation’s struggling and low-income
families. They combat homelessness
among adults and children alike by
building and maintaining affordable
housing and helping families buy their
first homes. I am proud of the progress
we have made in Vermont and across
the Nation through programs imple-
mented by the Department of Housing
and Urban Deveropment. During his
confirmation hearing, Dr. Carson testi-
fied to the crucial role of rental assist-
ance programs. He pledged to be an ad-
vocate for funding for housing assist-
ance programs. He turned away from
his previous call for a 10-percent
across-the-board cut to housing pro-
grams. I hope that Dr. Carson will ful-
fill these commitments.

I continue to have concerns regard-
ing Dr. Carson’s seeming animosity to-
ward the affirmatively furthering fair
housing, AFFH rule, which he called a
“failed socialist experiment’ in an op-
ed in the Washington Times. While Dr.
Carson tried to minimize those com-
ments in his hearing, I remain con-
cerned that Dr. Carson doesn’t under-
stand the AFFH rule. This rule asks
cities and towns receiving Federal dol-
lars to look at their housing patterns
to identify racial bias and to take ac-
tion to rectify any bias they find. Dr.
Carson has called it social engineering.
I call it social justice and support the
examination of policies to promote
equality and eliminate discrimination.
During his confirmation hearing, he
pledged to enforce our fair housing
laws. I believe this includes upholding
the AFFH.

I am concerned that Dr. Carson lacks
the necessary experience to success-
fully serve as our Secretary of Housing
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and Urban Development. He will be
confirmed, of that there is no doubt. I
hope that Dr. Carson will work with
both sides of the aisle to further the
mission of the Department, strengthen
the successful programs that keep fam-
ilies in their homes, build and support
and maintain affordable housing in
Vermont and across the Nation, and
help first-time home buyers realize
their homeownership goals.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President,
Congress created the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in
19656 to create strong, sustainable, in-
clusive communities and quality af-
fordable homes for all Americans. Dur-
ing last year’s Presidential campaign,
however, President Trump often called
into question his commitment to an in-
clusive America. Thus, the abilities
and commitment of the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development are
all the more important.

I voted, along with others in the
Banking Committee, to report Dr. Car-
son’s nomination to the full Senate be-
cause I wanted to allow the nomination
to proceed to the floor for comnsider-
ation and debate. During that time, I
have further examined the nomination.
I reviewed the statements and letters
that I have received from organizations
and individuals who are directly im-
pacted by the work of HUD.

Dr. Carson is a gifted neurosurgeon,
but nothing in his experience indicates
that he is prepared to run an 8,400-em-
ployee government agency. Armstrong
Williams, a business manager and close
friend of Dr. Carson’s, told Reuters in
November, ‘‘His life has not prepared
him to be a Cabinet secretary.”” Mr.
Williams told CNN, ‘‘He’s never run an
agency and it’s a lot to ask. He’s a neo-
phyte and that’s not his strength.” And
Mr. Williams told The Hill newspaper,
“Dr. Carson feels he has no government
experience, he’s never run a federal
agency.”

Moreover, Dr. Carson’s past state-
ments have questioned the mission of
the agency that he would lead. He has
implied that housing assistance pro-
vided by the Department is harmful.
He has characterized it as if it were
calculated to create dependency, ignor-
ing the real world needs of people who
rely on this important safety net. Dr.
Carson was dismissive when, during his
confirmation hearing, I noted that so
many millions of people who receive
housing assistance are seniors or peo-
ple with disabilities, and I asked Dr.
Carson about his past advocacy of abol-
ishing Medicare and Medicaid. Dr. Car-
son’s testimony in committee did not
show understanding of the importance
of these safety net programs to seniors
or people with disabilities.

Dr. Carson has also made several
statements that call into question his
view of the role of the Department in
ensuring fair housing for all. Specifi-
cally, he has said disparaging things
about housing desegregation efforts. In
July of 2015, Dr. Carson wrote in the
Washington Times that the Depart-
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ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment rule designed to desegregate
housing, the ‘‘affirmatively further”
rule, was a ‘‘social experiment’’ and he
likened it to ‘‘failed socialist experi-
ments.”’

Dr. Carson likened housing desegre-
gation to “what you see in communist
countries.” After HUD issued a letter
declaring that the city of Dubuque’s
implementation of the section 8 hous-
ing voucher program was intentionally
discriminatory against Black appli-
cants from Chicago, Dr. Carson told
Iowa radio show host Jan Mickelson,
“This is what you see in communist
countries, where they have so many
regulations encircling every aspect of
your life that if you don’t agree with
them, all they have to do is pull the
noose.”

Dr. Carson has also shown a lax atti-
tude toward holding accountable those
who triggered the housing crisis and fi-
nancial collapse.

In the February 2016 CBS Republican
Presidential debate, Dr. Carson seemed
to question the penalty that the Jus-
tice Department and the New York At-
torney General extracted from a big
New York bank for contributing to the
mortgage crisis. The Wall Street Jour-
nal’s Kimberly Strassel asked Dr. Car-
son: ‘“‘This week Morgan Stanley
agreed to pay a $3.2 billion fine to state
and federal authorities for contributing
to the mortgage crisis. You have a lot
of Democrats out saying that we
should be jailing more executives, so
two questions. Should financial execu-
tives be held legally responsible for fi-
nancial crisis, and do you think fines
like these are an effective way to deter
companies from future behavior like
that?”’

Dr. Carson replied: ‘““Now, the—as far
as these fines are concerned, you
know? Here’s the big problem. We’ve
got all these government regulators,
and all they’re doing is running around
looking for people to fine. And, we’ve
got 645 different federal agencies, and
sub-agencies. Way, way too many, and
they don’t have anything else to do. I
think what we really need to do is
start trimming the regulatory agencies
rather than going after the people who
are trying to increase the viability,
economic viability of our society.”

While criticizing the Justice Depart-
ment for its work to hold Wall Street
accountable, Dr. Carson also advocated
for a policy that would have made
housing less affordable. His campaign
website called for ‘‘privatizing housing
giants Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac.”
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac play an
important role providing liquidity to
the nation’s mortgage finance system.
A large number of advocacy groups,
academics, and-industry stakeholders
alike agree that some form of govern-
ment backstop is necessary to ensure a
stable housing market and to maintain
the 30-year fixed-rate mortgage.

I am also deeply troubled by state-
ments made by Dr. Carson that indi-
cate intolerance. When, in September
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2015, Chuck Todd of NBC’s Meet the
Press asked Dr. Carson whether he
thought Islam is consistent with the
Constitution, Dr. Carson answered,
“No, I don’t, I do not.”” Dr. Carson’s re-
marks revealed a fundamental mis-
understanding about the First Amend-
ment and religious liberty. And Dr.
Carson’s remarks about the LGBT
community also raise concerns about
tolerance.

Because of all the concerns that I
have raised, I will not be able to sup-
port Dr. Carson’s nomination for this
post. However, should he be confirmed,
I will do everything possible to help
make his tenure successful. Specifi-
cally, I was heartened by Dr. Carson’s
statements about wanting to address
the hazards of lead paint. I was pleased
that, at his confirmation hearing, Dr.
Carson agreed that he would urge
President Trump to continue the White
House task force that President Obama
created after the Freddie Gray tragedy
in Baltimore to help Baltimore by try-
ing to break down some of the silos
among different Federal agencies. We
have a lot of work to do in Baltimore
and throughout Maryland.

Mr. CRAPO. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STRANGE). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I yield
back all time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Carson nomina-
tion?

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 41, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 77 Ex.]

YEAS—58
Alexander Cornyn Graham
Barrasso Cotton Grassley
Blunt Crapo Hatch
Boozman Cruz Heitkamp
Brown Daines Heller
Burr Donnelly Hoeven
Capito Enzi Inhofe
Cassidy Ernst Johnson
Cochran Fischer Kennedy
Collins Flake King
Corker Gardner Lankford

Lee Risch Tester
Manchin Roberts Thune
McCain Rounds Tillis
McConnell Rubio Toomey
Moran Sasse Warner
Murkowski Scott Wicker
Paul Shelby Young
Perdue Strange
Portman Sullivan
NAYS—41
Baldwin Gillibrand Nelson
Bennet Harris Peters
Blumenthal Hassan Reed
Booker Heinrich Sanders
Cantwell Hirono Schatz
Cardin Kaine Schumer
Carper Klobuchar Shaheen
Casey Leahy
Coons Markey Isjgztilenow
Cortez Masto McCaskill Van Hollen
Duckworth Menendez )
Durbin Merkley Warren
Feinstein Murphy Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Isakson

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote on the
nomination, and I move to table the
motion to reconsider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table.

The motion was agreed to.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 10
minutes of debate, equally divided.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield back the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, all time is yielded
back.

Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair lays
before the Senate the pending cloture
motion, which the clerk will state.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of James Richard Perry, of Texas, to
be Secretary of Energy.

John Boozman, Chuck Grassley, Johnny
Isakson, John Cornyn, James
Lankford, James M. Inhofe, Michael B.
Enzi, Roger F. Wicker, Pat Roberts,
Lamar Alexander, Bill Cassidy, John
Barrasso, Orrin G. Hatch, Jerry Moran,
David Perdue, John Thune, Mitch
McConnell.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of James Richard Perry, of Texas, to be
Secretary of Energy shall be brought
to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON).
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The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 62,
nays 37, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 78 Ex.]

YEAS—62
Alexander Flake Perdue
Barrasso Gardner Portman
Blunt Graham Risch
Boozman Grassley Roberts
Burr Hatch Rounds
Capito Heitkamp Rubio
Cassidy Hoeven Sasse
Cochran Inhofe :ICIO;E
Collins Johnson ey
Corker Kennedy Stabenow
Cornyn King Strapge
Cortez Masto Lankford Sullivan
Cotton Lee Tester
Crapo Manchin Thune
Cruz McCain Tillis
Daines McCaskill Toomey
Donnelly McConnell Udall
Enzi Moran Warner
Ernst Murkowski Wicker
Fischer Paul Young

NAYS—37
Baldwin Gillibrand Nelson
Bennet Harris Peters
Blumenthal Hassan Reed
Booker Heinrich Sanders
Brown Hirono Schatz
Cantwell Kaine Schumer
Carper Klobuchar Shaheen
Casey Leahy
Coons Markey %zr;rlgﬁllen
Duckworth Menendez :
Durbin Merkley Whitehouse
Feinstein Murphy Wyden
Franken Murray

NOT VOTING—1

Isakson

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 62, and the nays are

37.

The motion is agreed to.

——————

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The

PRESIDING OFFICER.

The

clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of James Richard Perry, of
Texas, to be Secretary of Energy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr.

speak briefly,

LEAHY. Mr. President, I will
as I know the distin-

guished senior Senator from Alaska is
waiting to speak.
I ask unanimous consent to speak as
in morning business.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

———

CALLING FOR THE APPOINTMENT
OF A SPECIAL COUNSEL

Mr. LEAHY. Every day we learn
more about the troubling connections
between the Russian Government and
both President Trump’s administration
and his campaign, but last night kind
of topped everything—a revelation that
Attorney General Sessions met with
Russian officials during the height of
the Presidential campaign, which
raises a new level of alarm.

One of the reasons is, we now know
the Attorney General, under oath, mis-
led the Senate Judiciary Committee in
response to my direct question about
his contacts with Russian officials. I
asked then-Senator Sessions if he had
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been in contact with anyone connected
to any part of the Russian Government
about the 2016 election. His answer was
unequivocal. He said no. He provided a
similarly misleading response to Sen-
ator FRANKEN, saying that he was ‘‘not
aware’’ of any connections between the
Trump campaign and the Russian Gov-
ernment.

Especially those of us who are law-
yers, and who have had a chance to
serve as attorney general or as pros-
ecutors in our States, know it is an
egregious breach of public trust that
Attorney General Sessions has not
recused himself from this investiga-
tion. I think everybody would agree he
has to recuse himself. Of course, as this
goes on, the question now arises: Has
he perjured himself?

In response to these reports, the At-
torney General claims that he ‘“‘never
met Russian officials to discuss issues
of the campaign.” That is a wholly in-
adequate response. The Attorney Gen-
eral was a top adviser to the Trump
campaign. He took a private, undis-
closed meeting with the Russian Am-
bassador during the height of concerns
about Russian involvement in our elec-
tion. Think about it. There are reports
everywhere about concerns about Rus-
sian involvement in the election of the
United States, and he has an undis-
closed meeting with the Russian Am-
bassador.

He also met with the Russian Ambas-
sador during an event at the Repub-
lican National Convention. One would
think, at the Republican National Con-
vention, it is possible that politics
might be discussed. Now, if the Attor-
ney General thinks his explanation is
sufficient after he misled Congress
about these contacts, of course, he is
mistaken. I don’t say that as a Demo-
crat. I think everybody would agree to
that. What I worry about is that the
Attorney General is only the latest
Trump administration official who has
attempted to mask his contacts with
the Kremlin.

The President’s first National Secu-
rity Advisor lied to the Vice President
about his communications with the
Russian Ambassador. He only resigned
after the media reported how he had
lied to Vice President PENCE, and even
that was weeks after the President had
been informed. He had to leave only
when it became public. The President’s
Chief of Staff attempted to use the
FBI—which, of course, would be in vio-
lation of Justice Department policies—
to suppress news reports about Russian
contacts. I have been here through
seven previous Presidents—Repub-
licans and Democrats. You would as-
sume they would play by the rules.
This administration seems to want to
make up the rules.

My concern is not just what the ad-
ministration might be doing; my con-
cern is about Russia. We are, I believe
strongly, the greatest democracy his-
tory has known. We are the longest ex-
isting democracy in history, and now
we have Russia meddling and trying to
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undermine our democracy. Every
American should worry about that.
Every American should be frightened,
not just concerned but frightened. It is
an attack on our democracy. This is
one of the most disturbing national se-
curity challenges facing our country.
Russian President Putin ordered a
multifaceted campaign that was aimed
at helping Donald Trump win and un-
dermining public faith in our election.
That should alarm and outrage every-
body no matter what party one belongs
to.

We didn’t hear a word about it in the
President’s speech on Tuesday during
the joint session of Congress. In fact,
the President’s only reaction has been
to disparage American investigators,
to disparage the intelligence commu-
nity, to cast journalists who report on
this as ‘‘enemies of the American peo-
ple.” Journalists are not enemies of
the American people. Russia is the
enemy of the American people. Putin is
the enemy of the American people. Do
not cast our journalists, do not cast
our investigators, do not cast our intel-
ligence people, do not cast those who
dare speak out as being enemies of
America. Point to the real enemies—
Vladimir Putin and those he controls.

It is about time we take this seri-
ously. I have been here 42 years. I have
never seen such a perfidious threat to
our democracy than what we are seeing
in Vladimir Putin, and my concern is
the administration does not call it out
for what it is. We Americans deserve to
know the facts. We deserve a full and
fair investigation. We deserve one that
is free from any political influence.

I have repeatedly called on Attorney
General Sessions, who was one of Presi-
dent Trump’s top advisers during the
campaign, to recuse himself and ap-
point a special counsel to conduct the
investigation. Earlier this week, he
said: ‘I would recuse myself on any-
thing that I should recuse myself on.”
This morning, he said he would recuse
himself ‘“‘whenever it’s appropriate.”
This would be a ludicrous response
from a law clerk at the Department of
Justice. From the Attorney General, it
is dissembling.

Recusal is not optional here. It is re-
quired by very clear Justice Depart-
ment regulations. It is required to
maintain at least a semblance of integ-
rity in this investigation. The Attor-
ney General has to recuse himself be-
cause, as stated clearly in Department
rules, he is obviously ‘‘closely identi-
fied”” with the President due to his
‘“‘service as a principal adviser.” That
is the rule, and that is the rule whether
it is a Republican or a Democratic ad-
ministration. It describes his relation-
ship with the President.

The investigation has to be led by
someone who, in reality and in appear-
ance, is impartial and removed from
politics. That does not describe some-
one who was in the trenches of a polit-
ical campaign with the subjects of the
investigation while they were allegedly
engaged in the very activity under in-
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vestigation. It does not describe some-
body who misled Congress—who misled
the Republican-led Senate Judiciary
Committee—about his own activities
that have been implicated in the inves-
tigation.

This is not a close call. We know
Russia is doing everything to under-
mine our democracy. Let’s stand up for
America. Let’s do what is best for our
country. The Attorney General should
start by stepping aside. Then what we
need is an independent investigation,
and we need answers.

I thank the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Alaska for her indulgence.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). The Senator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, the
matter pending before the Senate this
morning is the nomination of Rick
Perry to be Secretary of Energy, and I
have come to the floor to speak to that
nomination.

As with Representative ZINKE, whom
we confirmed to be Secretary of the In-
terior just yesterday, I am equally
proud to support Governor Perry’s
nomination. I know colleagues from
both sides of the aisle will be joining
me as we make statements in support
of this individual to our new Presi-
dent’s Cabinet.

Before that though, here’s a little bit
on Governor Perry’s background. He is
one who has devoted his life—literally
decades of his life—to public service.
After graduating from Texas A&M, he
joined the U.S. Air Force. He piloted C-
130 tactical airlift aircraft in Europe as
well as in the Middle East. He has
served as a State representative, agri-
culture commissioner, Lieutenant Gov-
ernor, and of course Governor of Texas.

During his time as Governor, Rick
Perry showed that economic growth
and environmental stewardship cannot
only survive and coexist, but that they
can really thrive. Over the course of 14
years, Texas added 2.2 million jobs, saw
its population grow by more than 6
million people, and at the same time
he had this robust growth within his
State’s population, the State reduced
its carbon dioxide emissions by 17 per-
cent, reduced its sulfur dioxide emis-
sions by 56 percent, and reduced its ni-
trous oxide emissions by 66 percent. So
in most States where you have a con-
siderable plus-up in your population
and a growing economy, you also see
growing levels of impact, growing lev-
els of emission. However Governor
Perry dealt with this head-on, and we
saw the results over the course of 14
years in the State of Texas.

He led an effort to decommission
older and dirtier power plants. He
prioritized the development of emerg-
ing and innovative technologies, in-
cluding carbon sequestration and cap-
ture. As a result of his leadership in
the State of Texas, that State now
leads our Nation in producing more
wind energy than all but five other
countries.
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Coming from the State of Alaska, as
the Presiding Officer and I do, we rec-
ognize that we are labeled as an oil
State. Well, Texas certainly has been
labeled as an oil-producing State. Yet
under Governor Perry’s leadership, we
have seen Texas lead the Nation in pro-
ducing more wind energy than all but
five other countries. For those who
may come to the floor and suggest
that, somehow or another, Governor
Perry is anti-environment or bring up
the issue of climate change and suggest
that he does not support care for our
environment, that is simply not the
case, and clearly in his case, actions
speak louder than words.

As Texas’s longest serving Governor,
Rick Perry guided a large, diverse and
very complex State government to eco-
nomic success. Again, when we are
talking about States, Alaska is always
out there bragging about our size, but
if Texas were its own country, it would
be the 12th largest economy in the
world. So it is one thing to talk about
size just by way of geography, but I
think it is important—when we are
talking about economic contribution,
the size of Texas as the 12th largest
economy in the world is pretty signifi-
cant.

What happened in the State of Texas?
Not only did the people of Texas give
their endorsement to Governor Perry
to ask him to serve again as Governor,
they gave him their endorsement for
his work by reelecting him to office
not once but twice—14 years. Governor
Perry is a principled leader, and that
will serve him well as he takes the
helm at the Department of Energy.

DOE has a very important mission,
ranging from the maintenance of our
nuclear weapons stockpile to the re-
search and development of new energy
technologies. At the same time it is
also a department, a bureaucracy,
something that I think we recognize. It
is large. It is cumbersome, with tens of
thousands of employees and contrac-
tors. I think the example Governor
Perry showed as the State leader of
Texas is an example that will do well
at the Department of Energy—capable
of really setting a good direction for
the Department.

It has been suggested that he is not
one of them in the sense that he is not
an award-winning scientist, but, as I
mentioned at his hearing before the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, you do not mnecessarily
need to have a scientist to lead other
scientists; you need to have somebody
who is a good, strong, competent, capa-
ble manager. That is what Governor
Perry has demonstrated, and that is
what the Department of Energy needs.
He will hold his employees and con-
tractors accountable. We know he will
be a responsible steward of taxpayer
dollars.

I think he will work to continue to
break down the research silos that
have frustrated the Department and
work to find ways where there can be
greater collaboration, greater working
together.
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I am also confident that he will pur-
sue policies that will ultimately pro-
vide us with more energy, more stable
sources of energy for us where—unfor-
tunately, we have great sources of en-
ergy, but it is high cost. We need to be
working with the Department of En-
ergy. We need collaboration there to do
what we can to reduce the cost of en-
ergy, as well as reduce the amount of
energy we consume. By supporting
basic research, encouraging scientific
exploration, and fostering innovation,
the Department will increase access to
energy, make it more affordable, and
continue to improve its environmental
performance.

We have 17 National Labs. We are
very proud of them. These National
Labs are at the heart of those efforts.
I have had good conversations with
Governor Perry. He reaffirmed in our
committee hearing that he clearly rec-
ognizes and values the work done by
the men and women at our National
Labs.

One area, which we do not cover
within our Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources but which is a big
part of DOE’s mission, is the mainte-
nance and the protection of America’s
nuclear weapons. Governor Perry rec-
ognizes the importance of that mission,
and he is committed to working with
experts at the NNSA to maintain a
proper stockpile stewardship program.

I believe Governor Perry will also put
his management experience to work on
a challenge that has really vexed the
Department and affected States for a
long period of time. He recognizes that
we must clean up the legacy wastes
that have been left behind by our nu-
clear weapons programs, particularly
at the largest of these sites in Wash-
ington State. My hope is that, through
his leadership, the Office of Environ-
mental Management can finally move
off of GAO’s high-risk list. I know
these conversations have been had with
many members on the committee. It
has been pressed as a priority. But,
again, ensuring that we deal with these
legacy waste sites has to be a priority.

I will reiterate that my hope is that
Governor Perry will help address the
crisis of rural energy prices in Alaska,
as well as in other parts of the country
where unfortunately we face high en-
ergy costs.

The Department must do a better job
of partnering with institutions. In our
State of Alaska, we have the oppor-
tunity to work with DOE collabo-
ratively. We have been the incubators
of good ideas, whether it is in energy
microgrids or in some of the other pio-
neering way, we have done it because
of necessity. We have no other options.
We look to our institutions to find
these good ideas, build on them, and
work to bring down the costs and tran-
sition our many remote communities
that are still relying on diesel power.
Far too many of our communities are
still dependent on diesel and that is
just not right.

So working with Alaska—allow us to
be that proving ground for the Depart-
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ment of Energy. Allow us to be that
place where we can first deploy some of
these new ideas, these innovative ideas,
these projects to help lower the costs
and really make a difference in peo-
ple’s lives.

Again, I am proud to be here to sup-
port Governor Perry’s nomination. I
believe he has the management experi-
ence we need in the Department of En-
ergy right now to help pursue scientific
discovery and to promote innovation,
to maintain and safeguard our nuclear
weapons stockpile, to make progress on
the cleanup of legacy waste, and to
partner with States like Alaska that
suffer from high energy costs.

I think we recognize that he has his
work cut out for him, but we are count-
ing on him to fulfill those responsibil-
ities and to keep the Department of
Energy as one that we look to for true
leadership not only here in the United
States but around the world.

Governor Rick Perry has a strong
record of results based on his public
service in the State of Texas. He is a
proven leader, and I am confident he
will do a good job for us leading the De-
partment of Energy in this new admin-
istration. I will be supporting his nomi-
nation, and I certainly urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, today is
Texas Independence Day—a day that
inspires pride and gratitude in the
hearts of all 28 million Texans.

Before I came to the floor, I asked
the Presiding Officer, who hails from
the great State of Alaska, to remind
me—and he did—that Alaska is 2%
times the size of Texas in terms of
landmass, not in terms of population.
But today commemorates the signing
of the Texas Declaration of Independ-
ence, when Texas declared itself a re-
public and independent from the Na-
tion of Mexico.

Here in the Senate, we remember the
sacrifice of those who came before us
and laid the foundation for our State
by reading a letter written by William
Barret Travis, a defender of the Alamo.
That tradition goes back to 1961, when
then-Senator John Tower started that
tradition. I am told my colleague Sen-
ator CRUzZ will read that letter in full
later today, perhaps around 12:30, car-
rying on this great tradition. So today
I wish to express my gratitude for
these Texas patriots, many of whom
would later serve in the U.S. Congress,
including Sam Houston, whose Senate
seat I am honored to now occupy.

Sam Houston came from his farm
outside Huntsville, TX, in 1846. It took
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him about 3 weeks to get to Wash-
ington, DC. Of course, he didn’t have a
modern mode of transportation, but I
always marvel at the fact that it now
takes me about 3 hours to get home,
where it took old Sam 3 weeks just to
make a one-way trip.
U.S.-MEXICO BORDER

Mr. President, on another matter,
last week I had the great privilege of
hosting a number of my congressional
colleagues at the Texas border. At a
time when so many people are talking
about the border of the United States
and Mexico, I thought it was important
to bring colleagues who were willing to
come to learn and listen about the im-
pact of trade, border security, and our
relationship with Mexico on my State
and on the United States. Of course,
this border is so important on all of
those issues—security, trade, the econ-
omy. It is important to see where they
intersect. I am glad they had a chance
to come to listen and learn last week.

We did receive a number of very im-
portant and useful briefings from Cus-
toms officials, Border Patrol agents,
and other Federal partners in three
major areas along the border, including
the Rio Grande Valley. We were in
McAllen, TX, Laredo, and Del Rio. I
think what my colleagues discovered—
if they didn’t already know it—is how
varied each part of the border is. This
is not just true in Texas. It is true in
San Diego. It is true in Arizona. It is
true in New Mexico. When anybody
suggests that we can attain a goal that
we all share, which is border security,
by just one solution, I think it is im-
portant to examine that conclusion
and to test it because, frankly, I think
what the Border Patrol will tell you is
that what we need is infrastructure,
yes. We need technology, yes. Then we
need people.

That is the formula—personnel, tech-
nology, and infrastructure. In my own
view, border security is a question of
political will. The previous administra-
tion did not have that political will. I
believe this administration does, and it
has been long overdue. I welcome that.

We are going to be working with our
State and local officials to make sure
that they have the resources they need
in order to get the job done. At the
same time, I think what we were able
to demonstrate to some of our friends
from out of State is that we have an
important trading relationship with
Mexico. As a matter of fact, 5 million
American jobs depend on binational
trade with Mexico.

We went to one of the largest land
ports in the country. I think, maybe, it
is the largest port of the country—La-
redo, TX—where some 15,000 trucks
enter the United States every day. It is
a huge influx of cargo and, fortunately,
businesses all up and down and along
the border have worked with the law
enforcement agencies, with Customs
and Border Protection to make sure
that we can expedite the flow of legal
trade into the United States. At the
same time, we police for the entry of il-
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legal drugs and for people illegally en-
tering the United States without prop-
er authority.

One reason why my State has done
pretty well relative to the rest of the
country in terms of our economy is be-
cause of our business-friendly attitude.
We believe in lower taxes, reasonable
regulation, and a welcoming attitude
when it comes to people who make in-
vestments and who want to come to
our State and start businesses or grow
businesses.

We all know that roughly 70 percent
of job growth in this country comes
not from the Fortune 500 companies
but from those small and medium-sized
businesses. We work very hard to be a
business-friendly State. Why? It is not
just because we care about businesses
but because we care about the workers
who work at those employers.

As one of my former colleagues likes
to say, you can’t claim to be worker-
friendly if you are hostile to the busi-
nesses that employ them. That is an
inconsistent approach. You need to be
consistent.

In addition to the issue of illegal
entry into the United States by indi-
viduals who come without regard to
our immigration laws, we also have a
tremendous influx of illegal drugs into
the United States. I think one of the
things I was reminded of that we all
should be cognizant of is that when we
focus on the illegal drug activity in
Mexico, Central America, or South
America, we need to look in the mirror
as a nation because the only way those
cartels exist and make the money they
make and commit the mayhem and vi-
olence they commit is because of de-
mand in the United States.

I was very encouraged to hear Sec-
retary John Kelly—former Marine Gen.
John Kelly. He is still a marine, always
a marine, but now he has taken off the
uniform and assumed the responsibility
of Secretary of the Department of
Homeland Security. He previously
served as the commanding general in
the Southern Command, as the Pre-
siding Officer knows, which covers the
combatant command from south of
Mexico down to Central America and
South America. So he is very familiar
with the region. He made the point, be-
fore his confirmation hearing, that
there is one thing he would like to see
the United States do—effect a major
societal and cultural change to deal
with the demand for illegal drugs,
which fuels all of the cartels and the
transnational criminal organizations
which plague our security situation
along the border and in our neighbors
to the south.

I want to say that I am appreciative
of our colleagues who joined us on the
trip—Senators TILLIS and HELLER, Con-
gressman ROUZER from North Carolina,
and my colleagues from Texas, Con-
gressmen JOHN CARTER and MIKE CON-
AWAY.

I also wanted to say how much I ap-
preciate Speaker RYAN coming to
Texas and the Rio Grande Valley last
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Wednesday for, unfortunately, a short
period of time, but we are all grateful
that he came at all—I think, at the in-
vitation of people like Congressman
MICHAEL MCcCAUL, chairman of the
Homeland Security Committee in the
House of Representatives. I think it is
going to take all of our efforts working
together to effect and implement the
President’s vision of border security, a
goal we all share.

I think what we all were reminded of
is that it is more complex than some
people assume, and it is going to take
a combination of approaches, including
personnel. We need to plus-up the Bor-
der Patrol because it doesn’t do you
any good if you identify somebody ille-
gally bringing a shipment of drugs or
illegally entering the United States if
you don’t have a Border Patrol agent
to stop them. Also, the very useful bor-
der infrastructure—fencing and walls,
for example, in the Hidalgo County
area—were actually implemented as a
way to improve their levee system
when the Rio Grande river floods. They
have actually created a dual-use struc-
ture that actually satisfies the Border
Patrol’s need for physical infrastruc-
ture along with levee improvements in
a win-win situation.

I believe that consulting with local
officials and local stakeholders, we at
the Federal level can come up with
more of those win-win solutions. The
point is that we have learned a lot, par-
ticularly in our military, about how to
use technology to keep us safe—wheth-
er it is unmanned aerial vehicles or
ground sensors or radars. Actually,
they have several new aerostats, or
balloons, up in the sky that are basi-
cally the eyes in the sky, or radar,
which do a tremendous job helping to
identify people illegally entering the
United States and equipping the Border
Patrol and law enforcement authorities
with the sort of early notice they need
in order to interdict people illegally
entering the country.

I will close by saying that one of the
always surprising things I learn when I
go to the Rio Grande Valley and talk
to the Border Patrol is this. I ask
them: How many different countries
are represented by the people whom
you detain illegally entering the
United States? Obviously, the majority
of them come from our neighbors to
the south, not as much from Mexico as
you might suspect anymore, because
the Mexican economy is doing better
and people are finding more opportuni-
ties there. But right now, the majority
of the flow of people illegally entering
the United States is from Central
America.

Unfortunately, the tragic situation
there where mothers and fathers worry
about their children—whether they are
going to be killed by gangs or whether
they are going to be forced to join
gangs—and somehow make the very
painful and difficult choice of turning
their children over to human smug-
glers to try to make their way up the
backbone of Mexico and into the
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United States, to be deposited on our
doorstop in the United States.

Last week when the congressional
delegation was in McAllen, we went
through the processing area where
some of these immigrants from Central
America were being processed. I asked
a young boy there, who was in the
process of being processed—through my
regional director, because he spoke
only Spanish—how old he was, and he
said he was 6 years old. He wasn’t unac-
companied in that trip from Central
America, but his mother and father
thought it was important enough to
get him out of that ravaged part of the
world, where the prospects are not very
good, and to turn him over to a human
smuggler to make his way up into the
United States, only to find himself at a
Border Patrol processing unit in
McAllen, TX.

My point is that I also met a young
man from India, and I asked him: How
much did it cost you to get to the
United States from India?

He said: About $6,000.

I said: How did you get here?

He said: I took a plane from India.

He went through Moscow, he said,
and ended up in Central America,
where he worked his way up with the
help of human smugglers into the
United States.

I mention that only to point out that
we have a vulnerability there where
anybody determined enough or with
enough money can find their way into
the United States. We generally as-
sume these people are economic mi-
grants—in other words, looking for op-
portunity. We all understand that.
Those same vulnerabilities create po-
tential danger for our Nation and our
local communities when people with
unknown motives exploit those same
vulnerabilities to come into the United
States.

The last point I will make, again, to
emphasize the global nature of illegal
immigration into the United States is
this. We saw that the Border Patrol has
several rescue beacons in Brooks Coun-
ty, TX. This is about 70 miles from the
U.S.-Mexico border. What happens is
that the human smugglers will trans-
port people into the United States and
across the river. They will put them in
stash houses, really in terrible condi-
tions. As a matter of fact, we went to
one of these stash houses. They found
18 migrants in the stash house waiting
to be transported up the highway into
the heartland of America.

One of the checkpoints there is at
Falfurrias, about 70 miles away from
the border. What happens is that the
smugglers will have people packed into
a van or some vehicle, and before they
get to the checkpoint, they will tell
the immigrants to get out. If it is hot,
they will give them a gallon jug—a
milk jug—full of water and they will
say: I will see you on the other side.
They go around the checkpoint, out
through the very difficult ranchland,
and meet up on the north side, and
then are transported off.
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In Brooks County, TX, we went by a
cemetery where a number of unknown
and unnamed migrants have been bur-
ied because they have died due to expo-
sure. Some of these immigrants com-
ing from Central America come up
through Mexico. You can imagine the
conditions they have been exposed to,
and in the heat of the summer, they
have been kicked out of a car and told
“meet us on the north side,” with a
gallon jug of water, and some of them
don’t make it. Of course the smugglers
don’t care about people. You are just a
commodity. You are just a paycheck.
So they will leave stragglers behind.
Many of the ranchers said they found
as many as 100 different dead bodies on
their property over an unspecified pe-
riod of time.

But there is a rescue beacon that the
Border Patrol has down there that is in
three languages. It is in English, Span-
ish, and Chinese. You might ask, why
in the world would you need Chinese
written on a rescue beacon where
somebody thinks “OK, I am not going
to make it; I need help’” and goes and
presses the button on the rescue bea-
con—that you need English, Spanish,
and Chinese. Well, because they have
had Chinese immigrants come through
that border region, as well, like the
young man from India whom I men-
tioned earlier. And we have had people
from Cuba and from literally all
around the world, including some na-
tions that are hosts to terrorist organi-
zations.

This is not only an economic situa-
tion. This is not only a law enforce-
ment problem when it comes to drug
interdiction. It is a humanitarian cri-
sis, as well. But it is also a national se-
curity issue, I think all the leaders of
the intelligence community will con-
cede, given the fact that people from 60
different countries have been detained
coming across the southwestern border
just in the last year by the McAllen
sector of the Border Patrol.

We have a lot of work to do. I hope
we will be able to work with the Presi-
dent and this administration and in a
bipartisan way to come up with the
tools we need in order to secure our
border. We need to enforce our immi-
gration laws. Of course, 40 percent of il-
legal immigration in this country oc-
curs not from people entering the coun-
try illegally, it is from people entering
legally and overstaying their visa. We
may not catch up with them until they
commit a serious crime and they are
arrested by local law enforcement. I
think this is what causes so many peo-
ple to be angry at the Federal Govern-
ment for not enforcing our laws. And
many of our colleagues, me included,
would like to do more to fix our broken
immigration system generally, but
until we regain the public’s confidence
that we are actually serious about se-
curing our border and enforcing our
laws, I don’t believe we can have that
conversation. I don’t believe we are
going to be successful, which I would
like to see us be.
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I think the first thing we need to do
is to work with the administration in
order to accomplish the goal of secur-
ing the border. Again, in the matter of
political will, we know how to do it. We
just need to have the desire to get it
done. And then once we have regained
the public’s confidence that the Fed-
eral Government is once again living
up to its responsibilities, then I think
we can have that more expansive con-
versation about what our immigration
system should look like.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I want to
talk a few minutes about the chal-
lenges so many of our Cabinet members
face trying to restore our infrastruc-
ture, to maintain our park system, and
to create the public-private partner-
ships the President mentioned earlier
this week in his vision for infrastruc-
ture reform.

Certainly Governor Perry, whose
nomination we are debating right now,
will have many opportunities in En-
ergy to do that, in the research compo-
nents of Energy and the partnership
components that can be there.

We just confirmed a new Secretary of
Interior, RYAN ZINKE. One of our great
assets as a nation is the Federal park
system. We are now entering the sec-
ond hundred years of that Federal park
system, and that second hundred years
is going to be defined by partnerships
in ways the first hundred years
weren’t.

The park system is a great way to
enjoy the blessings we have and the
rich geography, the scenic beauty—
some of these parks really reflect the
great challenges people faced as they
settled the country—and also there are
historic parks that reflect the history.
Sometimes our parks do both of those
things.

I think all of my colleagues are
aware of the Gateway Arch in St.
Louis, one of the most visited national
parks, the Jefferson National Expan-
sion Memorial there celebrating Presi-
dent Jefferson, celebrating the Lou-
isiana Purchase in 1803, and really cele-
brating that long movement as people
moved west—eventually really west
and really northwest, Mr. President,
where you live in Alaska. But the
Gateway Arch is visited often. It
opened in 1967, and so now we are 50
years into that particular part of our
system. The original park itself needed
a lot of restoration, but 50 years later,
you look at that park and you look at
how it has been used and decide how it
could be better used.

What most of my colleagues probably
aren’t aware of is that right now, it is
the biggest investment the National
Park Service is making in the system
at this moment, trying to connect the
Gateway Arch to the Old Courthouse in
St. Louis, the Federal courthouse
where the Dred Scott case was tried—
they are trying to connect that park to
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the rest of the city in ways that—when
it was built, it was separated by an
interstate highway, so you would go
see the park, but you wouldn’t get to
the rest of the national park side there
very often.

Rethinking that is important, but
what is maybe even more important is
this is the biggest park project in the
history of the country where private
donors provided more of the money
than the government did. This is not
easily done. If for 100 years you have
been doing something one way, it is
not easy to immediately begin to say:
We are going to do it another way from
now on.

If you are in charge, like Secretary
Jewell was put in charge of this
project—and by the way, I think she
has done a good job, as has her regional
director, understanding that if you are
going to do things differently, they
have to be different.

It would be great if the city and pri-
vate donors—the city even voted a tax
just for this project, to provide mil-
lions of dollars that the project would
be spending. Of course, I think initially
the Park Service would think: Isn’t
that great? We now get this money
from private donors, and we now get
this money from a city tax, in addition
to a portion of the money we are still
getting appropriated by the Congress,
and we will just spend it the way we
have always spent it, as if we had no
partners. But that didn’t work out very
well at all. The partners in the project
actually wanted to be partners in the
project.

As we look at the next hundred years
of this great National Park System, I
think we have to understand that for
that to work and for that to work in a
new way, we have to treat it dif-
ferently. We are seeing that in St.
Louis. We are seeing the three different
groups come together in ways that
have provided the funding. But, frank-
ly, they also need to be at the table
when you talk about how you are going
to spend the funding.

We changed the law in Congress just
a couple of years ago so that private
money, if it is being held by the Fed-
eral Government, as it has been on
that project, if there is any interest to
be earned, if there is any benefit from
that money, it also goes to the project
rather than going into general revenue.

The goal here would be to do every-
thing we can, if we are going to have a
different park system for the next hun-
dred years, to really encourage the
next group of people to step up and say:
We want to provide—as in the case in
St. Louis, MO—more than half of the
money, but we would like to have some
input on how that is going to be used
and how this is going to meet the needs
of the community.

But also everybody who visits there,
as they connect with the community
uniquely in that St. Louis park—Mis-
souri has a great park system. I think
we are rated as one of the top four park
systems in the country, our State sys-
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tem. In fact, right now we are looking
at one of those State parks at Ste.
Genevieve, which was a part of our
State that was first settled by French
settlers. The number of buildings there
dating right back to the turn of the
19th century—1801, 1804—is reflective of
how French settlers built buildings,
which is different from how other set-
tlers did.

There is a lot to learn about how we
come together as a people in so many
of our parks, as well. So when Sec-
retary Zinke takes that job, one of the
new opportunities is to build on what
is already started in places like St.
Louis and figure out how we can have
those kinds of partnerships when the
President talks about infrastructure
expansion and how we are going to
look for new ways to do that. As you
look at new ways to do that, you have
to really be willing to think of how you
approach this in a way that encourages
partners to be part of it.

Clearly, infrastructure—one of the
great benefits of where we are located
is where we are located. We have an
ocean on two sides. We have a river
that runs up the middle of the country,
that connects the country in unique
ways to all the water travel of the
world. We have these coasts on each
side that are beneficial to this if we
connect ourselves in the right ways.

So the President’s view that the road
system, the airport system, the port
system all need to work in a way that
links us up to be better competitors
and links us up in a way that allows us
to create economic opportunities and
better jobs for families is important.

So that kind of partnership, the part-
nership the park system is in—I think
we are seeing the mold established, the
model established for how that would
work in St. Louis right now at the
Arch. In the next couple of years, that
project will be completed. It will be dif-
ferent than it was 50 years ago because
people want to see things differently
than they did 50 years ago.

With Secretary Perry, who should be
confirmed today—I think clearly will
be confirmed today—his opportunities
at Energy to look for partners who add
to what we can do there in ways we
haven’t thought of before—just like we
use research money now, take that re-
search money in health research and
research money in ag research to bring
other people into this discussion that
creates opportunities for who we can
be.

As we move slowly and in a way that
has really made it difficult to take ad-
vantage of this new administration, we
are apparently going to be able to con-
firm two nominees to the Cabinet
today. But we are still way behind, by
any measure, the history of the coun-
try in working with a new administra-
tion to let them take responsibility.
There are going to be 500, 1,000 nomi-
nees—I think there are about 1,000 Dep-
uty Secretaries and Under Secretaries
who come once we are done with the
Cabinet. I hope we can all find a way to
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get this done, with an understanding
that whether or not you agree with the
election, the election was held and the
new administration has the responsi-
bility for government. It is the job of
the Senate and the Senate alone to be
sure that those Cabinet officers and the
people who support those Cabinet offi-
cers and departments are put in place
early, as well.

Looking at the park system, looking
at partnership, and looking at how im-
portant it is that we are willing to do
things in a different way is something
we ought to be thinking about in this
week that we confirm the Secretary of
Commerce, the Secretary of Interior,
and, later today, the Secretary of En-
ergy.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to speak on the nomi-
nation of Rick Perry, Governor of
Texas, to be the Secretary of Energy. 1
just heard my colleague talking a little
bit about the nomination process and
hearings and the Cabinet. I want to
emphasize that we have never seen a
Cabinet quite like this—with their con-
nections to the private sector, their fi-
nancial holdings, a variety of other
things.

The American people deserve for us
to do a good job of digging into the
backgrounds of the various nominees
so that the people know who exactly
the President has chosen to run these
important government agencies. We
are going to continue this process both
for Cabinet-level nominees and also
those nominated to serve in sub-Cabi-
net positions.

I am here today to speak about the
nominee to serve as Secretary of En-
ergy—Governor Rick Perry of Texas.
Most people probably remember Gov-
ernor Perry for his famous quip during
a Presidential debate during which he
announced he wanted to get rid of
three agencies, but could not remember
that the Department of Energy was one
of them.

So he became famous for forgetting
that he wanted to abolish the Depart-
ment of Energy. In some ways, this al-
lowed everyone to focus on exactly how
important the Department of Energy is
to our Nation. The Department’s vital
missions not only help us with the
R&D of the future, but also with our
national security. The national labora-
tories that are overseen by the Depart-
ment drive our leadership in a global
economy. They are based on innovation
and play a vital role across the Nation
for people who rely on affordable and
efficient energy to heat their homes,
run their appliances, and connect to
the internet.
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The Department of Energy safe-
guards our nuclear arsenal. It also is
responsible for cleaning up the waste
generated by our nuclear weapons com-
plex facilities that helped us win World
War II and the cold war. The Depart-
ment also plays a key role in pro-
tecting our energy infrastructure from
cyber attacks. It also makes important
contributions to our understanding of
climate science, enabling the collec-
tion and management of data needed to
understand our changing environment
and is a major driver of innovation.

Before Mr. PERRY was even nomi-
nated, the transition team was already
targeting Department of Energy cli-
mate scientists. The transition team
sought a list of those Department em-
ployees and contractors that had
worked on climate change issues dur-
ing the Obama Administration. This
came across as an attempt to try to
shut down those climate scientists and
target them in a Trump Administra-
tion.

Silencing scientists is outrageous.
We need an Energy Secretary who is
not only going to protect the scientists
who work at DOE no matter what their
responsibility is but who is also going
to make sure we use that important
data for research and for mitigating
the impacts of climate change on our
coastal communities and pristine
areas. Climate change is already pro-
ducing significant impacts in the State
of Washington and throughout the
West. We need scientists working on
this issue to get our States and local
governments the best data and infor-
mation possible.

As I previously mentioned, the De-
partment of Energy is also an impor-
tant driver of innovation. There is so
much happening in the areas of smart
buildings and modernizing our grid and
resiliency and energy efficiency.

The thing that concerned me most
about Governor Perry was his unwill-
ingness to commit wholeheartedly to
preserving the Electricity Office and
the Office of Energy Efficiency and Re-
newable Energy within the Depart-
ment. We need these offices and their
R&D so that the U.S. can continue to
create jobs in our growing energy econ-
omy.

Continued aggressive research and
development is necessary if we are
going to become more energy efficient
and consumers are going to have access
to reliable and affordable electricity.
We need a Secretary who is going to
emphatically push the Trump adminis-
tration in the proper direction. That is
exactly what we wanted to hear from
Governor Perry in the Energy com-
mittee. Four members of the com-
mittee asked about his commitment to
these programs. Unfortunately, the
nominee dodged the questions. I fol-
lowed up with Governor Perry after his
confirmation hearing, and he still
failed to provide a commitment to
fight for these important programs. So
I regret that I will not be able to sup-
port this nominee.
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We need to make sure that the
United States will continue to support
the R&D, the scientists, the invest-
ments in electric grid modernization,
and the investments in cyber security
that are going to help make our Nation
safe and our economy strong. I urge my
colleagues to oppose this nomination,
and I hope that we can move forward
on making sure that we have an ag-
gressive energy strategy for the future.

With that, I see my colleague from
Washington. I would like to yield some
time to her.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Washington
State, who has made a really impor-
tant case. I want to be here today to
add my opinion, as well, because over
the past 2 months we have heard a lot
about President Trump’s plan to drain
the swamp, which is to reject special
interests and the corporate elite and,
instead, fight for workers across our
country.

There are a whole lot of claims, a
whole lot of promises—all great. Fight-
ing for workers is what this Congress
should be doing, but the President’s ac-
tions speak a lot louder than his words.
I find it telling that we are here again
debating yet another Cabinet nominee
sent over from the White House—this
time Gov. Rick Perry—whose interests
have been more closely aligned with
those of Big Oil and corporations rath-
er than advancing our country’s energy
challenges or fighting for the working
families we represent.

So let me be clear. If confirmed to
head up the Department of Energy,
Governor Perry would join the ranks of
other unqualified candidates chosen by
this President to lead critically impor-
tant agencies with very specific and
complex functions. It is a big job. I be-
lieve that getting the top spot at the
Department of Energy—or anywhere
else in the President’s Cabinet—should
not simply be a prize for demonstrating
loyalty during an election.

Getting the job should be borne of a
solid understanding of the agency, a re-
spect for the tens of thousands of work-
ers they would lead, and, most impor-
tantly, a commitment to putting fami-
lies across the country first. So as a
voice from my home State of Wash-
ington, where DOE’s presence is ex-
tremely important, I will vote no on
Governor Perry’s nomination. I urge
my colleagues to do the same.

Washington State is home to the
Hanford nuclear reservation near the
Tri-Cities. Nearly 75 years ago, this re-
gion underwent a dramatic trans-
formation, practically overnight and
under top-secret conditions, to help the
United States win World War II and
later the Cold War.

Families and workers in this region
of our State sacrificed immensely for
the good of our country and the safety
of our world. To this day, there is a
massive environmental impact in the
Tri-Cities created by decades of nu-
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clear weapons production. Now this
cleanup effort is vital, not only to the
health and safety of families and work-
ers and the economy in Central Wash-
ington but also for communities along
the Colombia River.

As I have told anyone elected as
President, whether Democrat or Re-
publican, it is the Federal Govern-
ment’s moral and legal obligation and
responsibility to clean up Hanford. I
know that is not an easy feat, but it is
essential. It requires a very deep under-
standing of a very large and complex
cleanup project and a great deal of re-
spect for the workers who show up each
day to make progress on this massive
project. I remain deeply concerned that
Governor Perry and this administra-
tion fail to grasp what is at stake.

I am also concerned that they don’t
get the importance of another national
asset not far from Hanford, the Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory. For
more than 50 years, the men and
women at PNNL have been on the fore-
front of scientific discovery. It was
originally created to support research
and development at Hanford, but PNNL
has become DOE’s premiere chemistry,
environmental sciences, and data ana-
lytics national lab, tackling some of
our Nation’s most complex and urgent
challenges.

PNNL is a leader in atmospheric re-
search, nuclear detection and non-
proliferation, and the Nation’s electric
grid. Its researchers have taken on ev-
erything from high-performance com-
puting to advanced biofuels to ana-
lyzing lunar samples from NASA.
These are critically important func-
tions that advance our Nation.

I have worked hard with the entire
Washington State congressional dele-
gation, not to mention a whole host of
leaders at the local and State level, to
support this vital research and develop-
ment hub and its incredible workforce.
Just like the workers at Hanford, they
also deserve leaders in this administra-
tion who respect and value their work.
So, if President Trump were truly
looking out for workers across our
country, he would take this nomina-
tion to the Energy Department very se-
riously.

I understand Governor Perry gave his
word during his confirmation hearing
that he would work with us and even
come to Washington State to visit
Hanford and PNNL. If he is confirmed
by the Senate, you can bet I will hold
him to that because one I thing I have
learned in the short 40-plus days of this
administration is that we do get a lot
of words. But it is the action that truly
matters.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague for coming to the
floor and for her statement on this im-
portant issue. She and I are partners in
making sure that Hanford waste is
cleaned up. We so much want to con-
tinue to make progress on this impor-
tant issue for our State. Having dealt
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with previous Energy Secretaries, we
know that it is always a fight to make
sure that Hanford gets the priority it
deserves, so I thank her for that.

I want to resume my comments
about the key functions the Depart-
ment of Energy performs and why it is
vitally important that the agency suc-
ceeds in its missions, rather than be
dismantled by a President who may
not understand the significance of the
work the Department does.

I am speaking specifically about the
Department of Energy’s programs to
enhance our energy efficiency, promote
renewable energy innovation, mobilize,
modernize and bolster the security of
our electricity grid, and continue to
make significant advancements in
science. I have spoken to Governor
Perry on a couple of occasions, but, as
I mentioned earlier, I failed to hear
him commit to these essential DOE
programs.

Our Nation’s energy sector is under-
going an unbelievable transformation
from fossil fuels. These changes are
giving consumers more choice and
lower energy bills and producing a
more robust job-creation environment.

There are now 2.2 million Americans
who work in the energy efficiency in-
dustry alone. In fact, energy efficiency
accounted for 14 percent of all new jobs
created in this country last year. That
is an incredible number. We need to
continue making investments in smart
cars and smart buildings and homes of
the future and how they are going to be
integrated to reduce energy use and
lower bills.

We just had a hearing this morning
in the Commerce Committee and
talked about broadband and white
space and the continued development
of the mobile economy and how we
need to continue to take advantage of
those advancements, particularly in
rural communities.

The solar power workforce is also
growing at a rapid rate. Last year, 1
out of every 50 new jobs in the United
States was from solar power. The solar
industry now employs more peobple
than the oil and gas extraction or coal
mining industries. These are important
economic sectors.

In the last administration, the En-
ergy Department’s Quadrennial Energy
Review estimated that 1.5 million new
energy jobs will need to be filled, many
of which will be in emerging energy
technologies that will help define our
clean energy economy. There are ap-
proximately 60,000 people in my home
State of Washington who are employed
in the clean energy sector. In fact,
clean energy employment is growing
twice as fast as the overall job rate in
the State of Washington.

We have made too much progress, we
have come too far in continuing to ad-
vance these important technologies to
reverse course now. These advance-
ments are going to help drive more sav-
ings and efficiency for consumers and
businesses so they can be competitive.
We must have leadership at the Depart-
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ment of Energy making sure that
progress continues.

I take Governor Perry at his word
that he has now been fully briefed and
he no longer believes the Department
of Energy should be abolished. But his
testimony raised questions about
whether he will fight to protect the De-
partment’s essential programs from
ideologues in a Trump administration
that want to defund and eliminate
these programs.

To better understand these chal-
lenges, let’s briefly review the history.
Just before the President was elected,
the transition team’s energy group
sent a memo outlining 14 energy and
environmental initiatives the new ad-
ministration would be pushing. The
memo pointed out that the Trump ad-
ministration was going to eliminate
and rescind and relax several Obama
administration initiatives that are im-
portant to energy efficiency, important
to reducing greenhouse gases, and re-
quire agencies to take the costs associ-
ated with climate into account. Short-
ly afterwards, the transition team sent
an unprecedented questionnaire to the
Energy Department, targeting sci-
entists and civil servants who worked
on these issues and asked the Obama
administration to identify them.

The morning of Governor Perry’s
hearing, we awoke to news that the
President’s team was working on a pro-
posal to eliminate the Office of Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy and
the Office of Electricity. So all those
jobs I previously mentioned that are
key in my State, key in the United
States, and, I guarantee you, key to
the U.S. economy’s competitiveness in
the future, would be at risk. Driving
down the cost of electricity and keep-
ing our businesses competitive is key
to our Nation’s economic strategy. I
know that as a Senator who comes
from a State with very affordable elec-
tricity. It has built our economy over
and over and over and over again.

If you think about how our manufac-
turers have to compete in a global
economy and look at where some of the
manufacturing has gone or where our
competition exists, these issues of cost-
effective and efficient energy are key
to our competitiveness as a nation.

We have seen in the State of Cali-
fornia unbelievable results from energy
efficiency. It is far cheaper to save a
kilowatt of energy than it is to produce
one, and this key factor is what has
made California the leader in our Na-
tion in energy efficiency and helped
California businesses to be competi-
tive. So we do not want to eliminate
the Office of Energy Efficiency or the
Office of Electricity.

As I said earlier, we tried to get Gov-
ernor Perry to take a solid stance on
these issues and commit whole-
heartedly to fighting any attempt to
do away with these important offices,
but he failed to make a commitment.

During the President’s very first
hour in office, the administration an-
nounced it was going to eliminate the
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Obama administration’s climate action
plan. This plan even included a pro-
gram started by President George H.W.
Bush—the Global Climate Research
Initiative to assess and predict the im-
pacts of climate change in the future.

This is not a partisan issue. Presi-
dent George W. Bush called on Con-
gress to enact energy efficiency legisla-
tion, which he subsequently signed into
law, and based on bipartisan energy
legislation passed in 2005 and 2007, we
improved lighting efficiency by 70 per-
cent and increased fuel efficiency
standards for automobiles. So I don’t
understand why the Trump administra-
tion is apparently so hostile to energy
efficiency.

The Energy Department’s energy ef-
ficiency programs are expected to save
American consumers $2 trillion on
their utility bills by 2030 and reduce
carbon emissions by 7.3 billion tons
over the same period. That is equiva-
lent to taking 1.6 billion cars off the
road. The fact that businesses could
save $2 trillion by reducing their util-
ity bills in the future is something we
should all be passionate about. Our
manufacturing base needs to remain
competitive.

In addition, the Bush administration
worked to get the United States and
China—the two biggest greenhouse gas
emitters—to work together on clean
energy solutions. President Bush also
chose in his State of the Union Address
to be an advocate for energy efficiency,
electric vehicles, biofuels, R&D, and a
clean energy economy. I now appre-
ciate even more now how much he ad-
vocated for those programs. It seems
strange now to see a new Republican
administration that seems so single-
mindedly against these important en-
ergy advancements that are going to
help our economy.

The Department of Energy also plays
an essential role in protecting the elec-
tric grid from cyber and physical at-
tacks. The Office of Electricity plays a
very key role for our Nation, and, as
we know, there is a full-throated de-
bate about what cyber security attacks
can do to the United States of Amer-
ica.

These issues about how some regime
could undermine our U.S. democracy
are critical. We need to address it, and
we need to be aggressive as a nation
about it.

The Office of Electricity plays a key
role, and we want the Department of
Energy to be aggressive in asserting its
leadership on cyber security. If you are
not committed to the Office of Elec-
tricity, if you are not committed to
these vital programs, how are you
going to be committed to protecting us
on cyber security?

It should not have been difficult for
Governor Perry to speak more urgently
about these programs or to say he dis-
agreed with the administration’s re-
ported desire to cut them. For in-
stance, he spoke eloquently about en-
ergy diversification and pointed us to
his record as Governor. But, as I looked
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back at his record, I noticed that he
tried to add 11 new coal plants, 8 of
which were subsequently canceled after
a court overturned his executive order
expediting the coal permitting process.
This is the kind of leadership we can-
not afford at the Department of En-
ergy. That is not about holding on to
the past; we need a plan for the future.

Finally, I want to mention President
Trump’s recent Executive order regard-
ing the National Security Council.
While it is within the discretion of the
President to structure his National Se-
curity Council as he sees fit, the Sec-
retary of Energy is a member of the
National Security Council by virtue of
statute. The President’s Executive
order removed the Secretary of Energy
from the principals committee and
what under the Obama administration
was called the senior interagency
forum for considering policy issues
that affect the national security inter-
ests of the United States.

I can guarantee you that energy is an
issue of national security. We need
leadership out of the Department of
Energy to be strategic on electricity,
transmission, and cyber security.

The Department of Energy’s tech-
nical expertise is vast and is not lim-
ited to the implementation of the Iran
deal. The Department plays a key role
on nuclear security issues.

I take the Governor at his word that
he will come to Hanford, that he will
look for funding to make sure that
cleanup happens, and I take him at his
word that he does want to work with
Members of Congress.

Unfortunately, his unwillingness to
commit to critical offices at the De-
partment that are responsible for im-
portant scientific research, giving our
government and our communities more
data and information about climate
science, making the investments we
need in our electricity grid of the fu-
ture, is something that concerns me
about his nomination. I cannot support
Governor Perry.

I know so much will get boiled down
to this sound bite of him being the
nominee of an agency that he said he
wanted to abolish and then, at the
same time, could not even remember
the agency. I guarantee you, the En-
ergy Department is a vital, functioning
program not just for today’s energy
needs, but as the quadrennial review
said, for our future energy needs.

So we could have an Energy Sec-
retary who is going to help us with the
transformation, protecting us on cyber
security, making sure our businesses
reap the benefits of greater energy effi-
ciency, and, when it comes to the elec-
tricity grid of the future, making sure
we plan for those 1.5 million jobs that
are going to be needed. But those
aren’t the commitments we have had
from Governor Perry.

I hope my colleagues will recognize
that this nomination is not the direc-
tion the Department of Energy needs
to go in and oppose Governor Perry for
the Department of Energy.
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Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FISCHER). The Senator from Hawaii.

Ms. HIRONO. Madam President, as
recently as 2006, Hawaii relied on im-
ported fuel for 92 percent of our energy
needs. This was bad for our economy
and bad for our environment, and it
needed to change. Today, Hawaii has
the most ambitious renewable energy
goals in the country, and we are work-
ing toward becoming 100 percent en-
ergy self-sufficient for electricity by
2045. In order to meet this ambitious
goal, we are investing in a renewable
energy future. It means cleaner air and
water to enjoy, and it is driving a lot of
local innovation. Let me give you a few
examples.

Last Friday, I attended a blessing for
a new biofuel project in Maui’s central
valley. Pacific Biodiesel, run by Bob
and Kelly King, is repurposing 115 acres
of land previously used for commercial
sugar cultivation in order to test the
energy potential of different sunflower
varieties for biofuels. If they are suc-
cessful, this project could grow to pro-
vide hundreds of jobs on the island and
help Hawaii on its path to energy self-
sufficiency.

Bob and Kelly got their start in
repurposing used cooking oil. They
have grown their company to run the
Nation’s first commercially viable bio-
diesel distillery on Hawaii Island, and
they employ 80 people. Along the way,
they have received support and funding
through the Hawaii Military Biofuels
Crop Program, which has allowed them
to experiment, learn from their mis-
takes, and, ultimately, succeed.

Yesterday, I met with Naveen Sikka,
the founder and CEO of TerViva, which
is a startup that grows pongamia trees
that produce an oil seed that can be
used for biofuels. In working with Ha-
waii’s Energy Excelerator, TerViva is
already growing pongamia trees on 200
acres on Oahu and is looking to expand
its operations across the State.

TerViva and Pacific Biodiesel are
working together to explore how to
help Hawaii achieve its renewable en-
ergy goals.

In 2015, I met with Global Algae Inno-
vations, a company that is pioneering
the production of algae for use in
biofuels on Kauai. Funding from the
Department of Energy, or DOE, has
been instrumental in its research. Sup-
port from the Department is vital in
helping them and other algae biofuel
companies finish scaling up commer-
cial production at competitive prices.

These stories provide a compelling
counternarrative to the President’s be-
lief that we should prioritize fossil fuel
extraction over renewable energy de-
velopment. These stories also dem-
onstrate the role government can play
in encouraging energy innovation.

During the Obama administration,
our country made significant progress
in confronting the challenge of climate
change, investing in clean energy re-
search and development, and growing
our renewable energy economy. Unfor-
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tunately, by nominating Rick Perry to
serve as Secretary of Energy, the
President is sending a clear signal. In-
stead of continuing the progress we
have made, he wants to take us back-
ward.

During his confirmation hearing,
Governor Perry insisted that he be-
lieved in an ‘‘all of the above’ energy
strategy. So far, it does not seem that
the President shares his commitment.

During the transition, a disturbing
report leaked in the media that out-
lined the President’s plans to make
dramatic funding cuts at the Depart-
ment of Energy. This extreme plan in-
cluded eliminating the DOE’s Office of
Energy Efficiency & Renewable En-
ergy, which focuses on the transition
to American energy generation that is
clean, affordable, and secure, not to
mention sustainable. The plan would
eliminate the DOE’s Office of Elec-
tricity Delivery and Energy Reli-
ability, which ensures the Nation’s en-
ergy delivery system is secure, resil-
ient, and reliable. This office works to
strengthen the resiliency of the elec-
tric grid. The plan would also elimi-
nate the DOE’s Office of Fossil Energy,
which focuses on technology to reduce
carbon dioxide emissions.

It is hard to see how it would be pos-
sible to pursue an ‘‘all of the above”
energy strategy if so much of the De-
partment’s ‘‘all of the above’ capabili-
ties are eliminated.

I asked Governor Perry, during his
confirmation hearing, whether he sup-
ported those proposed cuts and pro-
gram eliminations within the Depart-
ment that he was nominated to head.
His response was telling. Governor
Perry said: ‘““Well, Senator, maybe
they’ll [meaning the Trump adminis-
tration] have the same experience I had
and forget that they said that.”

Remember, Governor Perry had
originally said that the Department of
Energy should be eliminated. Governor
Perry’s ‘‘oops’ answer got a laugh at
the hearing, but it failed to convince
me that he has the willingness and for-
titude to stand up to the Trump White
House on its energy policies.

I also asked Governor Perry if Hawaii
could count on his support in our ef-
forts to become energy independent
and a leader in the clean energy econ-
omy. Again, Governor Perry said yes,
but in the same transition memo, the
Trump White House proposed elimi-
nating the DOE’s Office of Energy Effi-
ciency & Renewable Energy entirely,
as I mentioned before. It is unclear how
Governor Perry could keep his commit-
ment to the State of Hawaii and to me
if the entire office that is responsible
for renewable energy is eliminated.

Many of my constituents share my
concerns about Governor Perry. Char-
lotte from Wailuku wrote to me:

Please do not confirm Rick Perry for US
Secretary of Energy. He is not a visionary
leader. In Hawaii, we have committed to
being 100% carbon emission free by 2045.

Rick Perry is not the person who can help
provide innovation, funding or the tools
needed to make this happen.
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I share Charlotte’s concerns. We have
made so much progress over the past 8
years in embracing a clean and renew-
able energy future, and Governor Perry
and the Trump administration will
work to reverse this progress and take
us backward.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
nomination.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
want to explain my opposition to the
nominations of Ryan Zinke to be Sec-
retary of the Interior and Rick Perry
to be the Secretary of Energy. I have
closely reviewed their records, testi-
mony, and responses to questions for
the record.

CONFIRMATION OF RYAN ZINKE

Madam President, the Secretary of
the Interior is one of the most impor-
tant jobs in the Federal Government
and has a far reach when it comes to
coordinating our Federal policy in the
50 States and U.S. Territories for our
public lands, parks, and cherished nat-
ural resources. The Secretary and the
Department of Interior are tasked with
using sound science to manage and sus-
tain America’s lands, water, wildlife,
and energy resources, while honoring
our Nation’s vital obligations and re-
sponsibilities to tribal nations. The
Secretary of Interior also coordinates
Federal assistance to the Freely Asso-
ciated States of the Federated States
of Micronesia, the Republic of the Mar-
shall Islands, and the Republic of Palau
under the Compacts of Free Associa-
tion. There are few Cabinet positions
with such a wide range of management
and organization.

Any nominee for this position should
be selected for their commitment to
protecting our precious resources, as
well as their dedication to uphold and
enforce our environmental laws.

After reviewing Mr. Zinke’s record,
there is little doubt that he is dedi-
cated to public service and that he has
a strong connection to the outdoors.
However, the Secretary of the Interior
has a great responsibility as the lead-
ing steward of our majestic public
lands, the champion of our great tribal
nations, and the manager and defender
of our diverse wildlife. I fear that Mr.
Zinke may not be fully prepared to set
aside some of his personal views on the
management of our resources and con-
sider the views of all Americans as we
debate critical natural resources
issues.

I enjoyed learning that Mr. Zinke is
an admirer of President Teddy Roo-
sevelt, a point that has been repeated
countless times, and I was pleased that
he agrees that, yes, President Roo-
sevelt did get it right when he placed
millions of acres of lands under Federal
protection. However, I hope that Mr.
Zinke will not only study the work
that President Roosevelt did to instill
a conservation ethic in this country,
but will look more broadly at other in-
dividuals whose steadfast commitment
and dedication to conservation and his-
toric preservation have left their mark
in Vermont and across the country.
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For instance, Laurance Rockefeller
made significant contributions to the
American conservation movement that
had a lasting impact on the American
landscape. The Marsh-Billings-Rocke-
feller National Historical Park in
Woodstock, VT, honors not only
Rockefeller’s dedication to conserva-
tion, but is also the first national park
to tell the story of conservation his-
tory and the evolving nature of land
stewardship in America. Conservation
of the environment and recreational
development was a passion to which he
dedicated his life. In addition to his
work in Vermont, he was instrumental
in the creation and development of the
Grand Teton National Park in Wyo-
ming and the Virgin Islands National
Park on the island of St. John. These
three national parks could not be more
different, but they are each spectacular
pieces of our natural heritage. This
heritage that would not exist today
and be available for the public to
enjoy, had it not been for the vital
work of Laurance Rockefeller and the
Federal investments that have been
made in these important public lands.

I hope Mr. Zinke will also study and
hopefully visit the Appalachian Na-
tional Scenic Trail, which carves its
way not only through Vermont, but 13
other States as well. This trail is an
amazing footpath for the people that
traverses over 2,100 miles through wild
forests, towns, valleys, and mountain-
tops, and connects a myriad of
through-hikers and day hikers to our
scenic landscape. All of them are able
to enjoy the important Federal invest-
ments in this trail, which is main-
tained by the countless hours of work
done every year by devoted volunteers
like the Green Mountain Club in
Vermont.

Work to build and maintain the Ap-
palachian Trail is not static, nor is it
complete. There continue to be impor-
tant investments needed through the
Land and Water Conservation Fund,
LWCF, to acquire land and conserva-
tion easements to safeguard the trail.
There is much needed trail mainte-
nance that should be included as part
of any infrastructure bill the Senate
considers. This work is shovel-ready
and will have a considerable impact in
supporting our outdoor economy on
which Vermont is so dependent.

Mr. Zinke should also seek out exper-
tise and guidance from the past Secre-
taries of the Interior who have dedi-
cated their lives to this work. I hope he
will study the exit memo that Sec-
retary Jewell prepared on the Depart-
ment’s Record of Progress and the
moral imperative the Department has
to positively impact our American
economy, our rural communities and
cities, and ultimately, the well-being
of our planet.

As Secretary of Interior, Mr. Zinke
will oversee a number of ongoing de-
bates concerning our fragile public
lands, the protection of endangered
species, and how we respond to climate
change. I know that there is no single
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solution that can answer the different
land management issues facing each
region of our country. Many stake-
holders are constantly engaging the In-
terior Department and the Senate with
a wide variety of views on how we
should protect, access, and use our nat-
ural resources. In Vermont, we are
deeply concerned about the pressure
being placed on our natural resources
from rapid growth and climate change.

I heard from hundreds of Vermonters
concerned about Mr. Zinke’s nomina-
tion and worried that our environ-
mental standards and laws will not be
enforced for our lands, air, water, and
threatened species under his leader-
ship. His record has shown an opposi-
tion to policies that protect valuable
rivers and streams from polluting coal
runoff and a willingness to weaken his-
toric laws such as President Teddy
Roosevelt’s Antiquities Act. He even
authored a bill that sought to obstruct
efforts by the Department of the Inte-
rior to review and modernize manage-
ment of our Federal energy resources
and ensure that taxpayers are fairly
compensated for their sale. Taxpayers
deserve a Secretary of the Interior who
will work to support the protection of
our shared Federal resources 100 per-
cent of the time, not one who will ac-
tively work to weaken or dismantle the
powers of protection invested in this
Department.

Based on that record, I voted against
his nomination. Nonetheless, now that
Mr. Zinke is the Secretary, I want him
to know that I am committed to work-
ing closely with him on a variety of
issues that are important to
Vermonters and all Americans. I will
work with him to foster consensus not
only in New England, but throughout
the country. As the Vice Chairman of
the Appropriations Committee and a
member of the Interior Appropriations
Subcommittee, I am committed to
working with him to ensure that we
protect our Federal lands and continue
the important conservation ethic of
Teddy Roosevelt to permanently pro-
tect our beautiful and fragile natural
resources, while also addressing new
challenges posed by climate change.

Madam President, with respect to the
nomination of Rick Perry to be the
Secretary of the Department of En-
ergy, hundreds of Vermonters have
written to me in opposition. They were
concerned that under his leadership we
will halt the forward progress we have
made towards a responsible energy
strategy for the future of our country.
Not only did Governor Perry make
headlines for famously proposing to
abolish the Department of Energy, he
lacks a background or any true experi-
ence on the complex scientific and
technical issues in the Department of
Energy’s portfolio. This agency must
be focused on addressing our energy
and environmental challenges through
transformative science and technology
solutions; yet Mr. Perry expedited the
permitting of coal-fired electric gener-
ating plants and filed suit challenging
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the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s finding that greenhouse gases sig-
nificantly endanger public health. How
can we trust him to lead the Energy
Department?

I was pleased that, during his con-
firmation hearing, Governor Perry
apologized for suggesting that the en-
tire Department of Energy should be
abolished. However, he has yet to say
that he will fight to maintain impor-
tant offices within the Department,
such as the Office of Electricity and
the Office of Energy Efficiency and Re-
newable Energy. I find it hard to see
how we can pursue an ‘‘all-of-the-
above’’ energy strategy called for by
the administration if so much of the
Department’s capabilities are targeted
for elimination. By supporting research
around wind, solar, and efficiency, of-
fering loan guarantees for innovative
demonstration projects, and providing
expertise and support to the private
sector in commercializing new research
we can create American jobs and grow
the national economy. Conversely, if
we turn our back on the future, we are
ceding these important and fast grow-
ing fields of research and production of
renewable energy technologies to
China, the European Union, and other
countries at a critical time. That
would be a monumental mistake to
haunt our economy for many years.

BEarlier today, I had the chance to
talk to a Vermont company that is
closely watching the work of the En-
ergy Dpartment to advance America’s
clean energy revolution. Northern
Power Systems in Barre, VT, has been
designing and developing wind turbines
for almost 40 years and offers support
services for energy generation needs
around the world. Last year, they re-
ceived an award for their increase in
exports, but rather than selling to an
international market they would rath-
er see their sales here in the U.S. take
off so that they can create more Amer-
ican jobs to manufacture American-
made wind turbines. Turbines that
should be installed here to utilize this
reliable, abundant, and free resource to
lower energy costs for Americans.

It is troubling that Mr. Perry has
taken such an aggressive stance
against the Department of Energy and
dismissed large parts of its mission. I
hope that he will devote himself to
learning everything he can about the
diverse work of the Department and
surround himself with some of the best
public servants and technical experts
he can find.

The last Secretary of Energy, Dr. Er-
nest Moniz, prepared two documents
that I am hopeful Mr. Perry will study
closely. First, the Quadrennial Energy
Review provides a broad review of fed-
eral energy policy in the context of
economic, environmental, occupa-
tional, security, and health and safety
priorities. The Department also pre-
pared an extensive suite of analyses to
accompany the Quadrennial Energy
Review that I know would serve Mr.
Perry well as he tries to understand
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the wide array of issues that will come
before him at the Department.

I would also recommend that he re-
view the exit memo Secretary Moniz
prepared, which highlights the respon-
sibilities and opportunities for the De-
partment’s enduring service to the Na-
tion as our leading science, technology,
and innovation agency. The Depart-
ment has an extraordinary span of re-
sponsibilities from energy and the en-
vironment, to cyber security, science
and national security, and it must col-
laborate with other agencies like the
Defense Department and our intel-
ligence community.

I remain committed to supporting
and protecting the essential mission of
the Department of Energy in order to
move us forward with 2lst century jobs
and make needed investments in our
electricity grid, clean energy, and en-
ergy efficiency that will save American
consumers and businesses money.

Mr. REED. Madam President, I am
strongly opposed to the nomination of
Rick Perry to be the Secretary of En-
ergy.

While Governor Perry has a long
record of public service, he is the
wrong choice to lead the Department of
Energy. He does not possess the tech-
nical expertise or necessary qualifica-
tions. Moreover, his past statements
calling for the elimination of the De-
partment and questioning the science
behind climate change, coupled with
his reported lack a understanding
about the scope of the Department’s re-
sponsibilities, call into question his
ability to lead an agency that is so
critical to our national and economic
security.

What Governor Perry learned during
this confirmation process is that the
Secretary of Energy not only oversees
our country’s energy initiatives and
strategies, but is also the steward of
our nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile.
The National Nuclear Security Admin-
istration, or NNSA, a part of the De-
partment of Energy, ensures the safe-
ty, security, and effectiveness of our
nuclear weapons. The NNSA brings to-
gether exceptionally dedicated men
and women from our Armed Forces to
work alongside some of our best sci-
entists and engineers to provide expert
advice in nuclear nonproliferation and
counterterrorism. The Secretary of En-
ergy must understand their work and
advise the President on our nuclear ar-
senal capabilities and national security
issues. Governor Perry has no experi-
ence in these areas and is not qualified
to lead the agency tasked with main-
taining our nuclear deterrent.

The Department of Energy also pro-
tects our Nation’s security by
strengthening the electrical grid’s re-
silience in the face of natural disaster
and cyber attacks. Its Office of Elec-
tricity works with other Federal agen-
cies, State and local governments, and
utilities to protect the electrical grid;
yet the Trump administration has re-
portedly proposed eliminating this of-
fice, something which Governor Perry
has not sought to dispel.
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The Department of Energy leads the
country and the world in renewable en-
ergy generation and energy efficiency.
For my home State of Rhode Island, re-
newable energy from the wind, sun, and
ocean is not just a path to local energy
production, but also a source of well-
paying jobs ranging from steelworkers
to scientists. Last year, Rhode Island
became the first State to build an off-
shore wind farm, off the coast of Block
Island, proving that offshore wind can
be a viable renewable energy source for
the United States.

This technological feat could not
have been accomplished without the
science, engineering, and policy re-
search supported by the Office of Re-
newable Energy and Energy Efficiency.
This office drives the research in wind,
solar, geothermal, and ocean energy
that has made affordable renewable en-
ergy a reality. However, Governor
Perry, in his written responses, refused
to comment on reports that the admin-
istration would cut funding, or even
worse, eliminate this vital department.
Failure to invest in this department
and its research risks our future as an
energy-producing nation.

We need a Secretary of Energy who
also can effectively manage the Office
of Science and the National Labora-
tories, programs that have made the
United States a global leader in sci-
entific advancement since the Manhat-
tan project. The National Laboratory
system hosts equipment far beyond the
capabilities of most universities or
companies—such as massive particle
accelerators, powerful supercomputers,
and high-temperature laser ignition fa-
cilities—that are vital to expanding
our knowledge base and technological
advancement.

The future of many of these energy
science programs in the new adminis-
tration is of great concern to the sci-
entific community. The same budget
recommendations that would eliminate
the Office of Electricity also showed
plans to cut supercomputing research,
even as China is making large invest-
ments to become the world leader in
this area. Advanced computing is vital
to national defense and economic com-
petitiveness. Shortsighted budget cuts
here, or in any of our basic research
programs, threaten our Nation’s future
security and prosperity. Governor
Perry has not pledged to protect or
prioritize anfof these programs.

The Department of Energy’s leader-
ship in atmospheric science and -cli-
mate change is also threatened. The
Trump administration has gone beyond
merely ignoring the threat of climate
change; it has proposed cutting off
funding to the critical programs that
monitor our planet. It has also cast
doubt that climate data will be acces-
sible and available to the public and
other researchers. We have already
seen an unprecedented attempt by the
Trump transition team to collect the
names of scientists who study the con-
sequences of carbon dioxide emissions.
It appears that, for the first time in
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the history of the agency, its scientists
are worried that honestly reporting
their findings may be a career-ending
decision.

This is an alarming assault on the in-
tegrity of American science. The Sec-
retary of Energy must be someone who
understands science and will protect
the government scientists who work in
the national interest. The Secretary
must understand and be able to present
to the President the overwhelming sci-
entific consensus that the climate is
changing and that human activities are
responsible. All Governor Perry com-
mitted to do in this and other areas is
to learn more about the science.

This is not sufficient.

We have been fortunate that recent
occupants of this post were not learn-
ing basic science on the job. Both
Presidents Bush and Obama filled this
post with experts possessing a deep un-
derstanding of science and techno-
logical issues. President Bush ap-
pointed Dr. Samuel Bodman, who
served as a member of MIT’s faculty
before moving into business and gov-
ernment. President Obama appointed a
Nobel prize winner in physics, Dr. Ste-
ven Chu, and a MIT physicist, Dr. Er-
nest Moniz. The result is that, for the
past 12 years, the Department of En-
ergy has been well equipped to respond
to challenges in national security, en-
ergy, and science.

We need a Secretary of Energy who
can build on that legacy. We need a
Secretary of Energy who has the tech-
nical expertise to oversee our Nation’s
nuclear stockpile, the integrity to pro-
tect basic science from political at-
tacks, and the willingness to fight for a
secure grid and renewable energy tech-
nology. I am not convinced that Gov-
ernor Perry has those qualifications.

For these reasons, I cannot support
his nomination. I urge my colleagues
to join me in voting no.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I
will vote against confirming former
Texas Governor Rick Perry as Sec-
retary of Energy. There are too many
policies he promoted while he was gov-
ernor that cause concern. He refuses to
accept scientific consensus regarding
human causes of climate change. His
support for clean energy and energy ef-
ficiency seems tenuous, at best, and he
is in lock-step with the Trump admin-
istration’s desire to boost fossil fuel
production at the expense of human
health and the environment.

Governor Perry, while campaigning
for the Republican nomination for
President in 2012, proposed abolishing
the agency he has now been nominated
to run. I appreciate his candor and hon-
esty in repudiating that position and
acknowledging that he really didn’t
understand the Department of Energy’s
mission at the time. He has served our
Nation and Texas as an Air Force pilot,
a member of the Texas House of Rep-
resentatives, the Texas Agriculture
Commissioner, and the Lieutenant
Governor and Governor of Texas.

A key part of DOE’s mission has been
to promote clean and advanced energy
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technologies, via grants for research
and development, and through the
work of 17 national laboratories. In re-
sponse to growing global demand for
clean energy solutions, DOE under the
leadership of Secretaries Steven Chu
and Ernest Moniz launched initiatives
to expand the global reach of DOE’s
clean and advanced energy missions.

In 2009, then-Energy Secretary Chu
announced that he would host the first
Clean Energy Ministerial, CEM, to
bring together ministers with responsi-
bility for clean energy technologies
from the world’s major economies and
ministers from a select number of
smaller countries that are leading in
various areas of clean energy.

The CEM is a high-level global forum
to promote policies and programs that
advance clean energy technology, to
share lessons learned and best prac-
tices, and to encourage the transition
to a global clean energy economy. Pre-
vious CEMs have yielded remarkable
national pledges from both the United
States and foreign governments to de-
velop and deploy clean energy tech-
nologies which in the aggregate have
played a significant role in improving
the global market competitiveness of
clean and renewable energy tech-
nologies.

DOE also serves as the linchpin of
the U.S. pledge to Mission Innovation,
a global initiative involving 20 nations
aimed at doubling public clean energy
research and development.

The program, spearheaded by Presi-
dent Barack Obama and French Presi-
dent Francois Hollande with private
sector support from Bill Gates via the
Breakthrough Energy Coalition. The
current U.S. Government investment
portfolio of more than $5 billion spans
the full range of research and develop-
ment activities—from basic research to
demonstration activities, RD&D. The
U.S. Government investment portfolio
includes programs at 11 agencies, with
the largest investment at DOE. These
programs address a broad suite of low
carbon technologies, including end-use
energy efficiency, renewable energy,
nuclear energy, electric grid tech-
nologies, carbon capture and storage,
advanced transportation systems, and
fuels.

At DOE, these programs are imple-
mented through a number of mecha-
nisms including cost-shared projects
with the private sector research and
development activities at the National
Laboratories, grants to universities,
and support for collaborative research
centers targeted to key energy tech-
nology frontiers. The next planned
phase for Mission Innovation, as envi-
sioned by former Energy Secretary
Moniz, was developing an international
clean energy consortia, based on the
principle of sharing institutional and
technological resources to deploy
shared energy solutions across inter-
national boundaries. The goal was to
bring countries of all sizes together to
develop, produce, and deploy clean en-
ergy solutions, with our 17 National
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Research Laboratories at the center of
this results-oriented partnership.

Unfortunately, all of this investment
and America’s ability to lead and profit
from the clean energy revolution is in
jeopardy. There is no credible reason to
believe that former Governor Perry or
President Trump appreciate the U.S.
interest in growing clean energy re-
search and cooperation. President
Trump deliberately ignores the signifi-
cant growth of solar energy in the U.S.
Human health, the environment, and
America’s global competitiveness will
suffer as a result of this backwards ide-
ological outlook on U.S. energy re-
search, development, and production.

There were significant investments
in wind energy in west Texas while Mr.
Perry was Governor, but he also tried
to fast-track 11 new coal-fired power
plants in the State, a plan the courts
ultimately scrapped.

During Mr. Perry’s two unsuccessful
runs for the Republican Presidential
nomination in 2012 and 2016, he consist-
ently recited popular tropes coined by
climate change denialists. For in-
stance, in his book, ‘“Fed Up’ former
Governor Perry called the science be-
hind climate change a ‘‘contrived,
phony mess.”” During his 2012 cam-
paign, former Governor Perry accused
climate scientists of manipulating data
in order to receive funding for their
projects. While he was Governor, his
administration deleted all references
to climate change from a report about
sea level rise in Galveston Bay.

I am also concerned that, during the
Perry administration, Texas dropped
from 11th down to 27th in the American
Council for an Energy Efficient Econo-
my’s ranking of State energy effi-
ciency policies. Under his watch, Texas
filed suit in 2012 challenging the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s
finding that greenhouse gases signifi-
cantly endanger public health.

Under his watch, Texas sued EPA a
dozen times between 2008 and 2011.

According to press reports, the
Trump administration may eliminate
several DOE offices, including the Of-
fice of Electricity and the Office of En-
ergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy.

Former Governor Perry was asked
about these reports during his con-
firmation hearing but didn’t commit to
fighting for the offices or the vital pro-
grams they administer.

Former Governor Perry was also an
active member of the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Governors Coalition,
OCSGC. While the OCSGC supports off-
shore wind development, its primary
purpose is to promote oil and gas pro-
duction on OCS lands, including the
mid-Atlantic, and expand revenue shar-
ing for interested States. So States to
the south of Maryland may push for
OCS oil and gas production and reap in-
creased benefits from it at the expense
of all taxpayers. But if there is an oil
spill that hits Maryland’s coastline and
enters the Chesapeake Bay, it will be
our fishing and tourism industries that
suffer.
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For all of these reasons, I will vote
against confirming former Governor
Rick Perry as Secretary of Energy.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Presi-
dent, I oppose the nomination of Gov-
ernor Rick Perry to be Secretary of the
Department of Energy, a Department
that he called for eliminating in 2011.
After briefings on the Department’s
mission and programs, Governor Perry
came to ‘‘regret’” that position, but his
short education on his prospective job
is not enough to prepare him for its
complexity and importance.

The Department of Energy is a home
of innovation and, critically, the Fed-
eral agency that manages the safety
and reliability of our nuclear arsenal.
The last two Secretaries of Energy
were physicists.

According to the Dallas Morning
News: “In all of the department’s mis-
sions, science is front and center. But
during his 14 years as governor, Perry
built a questionable record when it
comes to science. He has a pattern of
supporting offbeat medical theories
while dismissing the established
science on climate change. And his
record of using public funds to boost
technology and research in Texas is lit-
tered with poor management and alle-
gations of cronyism.”

In one example, a 2010 Dallas Morn-
ing News investigation discovered mis-
management and political influence in
the Texas Emerging Technology Fund,
which Governor Perry established to
provide funding to high-tech startups.
The Dallas Morning News reported that
the fund awarded more than $16 million
to companies with connections to large
campaign donors. A company in which
an old college friend and donor in-
vested received $2.75 million. Another
company, where an investor had given
more than $400,000 to Governor Perry’s
campaigns, received $1.5 million. A
company founded by a former Perry ap-
pointee got $4.5 million.

The Governor, the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor, and the Texas House Speaker
made the Emerging Technology Fund’s
decisions based on input from an advi-
sory committee that operated in secret
and did not take minutes. Its rec-
ommendations to the Governor were
not public. This unusual decision-
making process, with ultimate power
vested in elected officials rather than
technical experts, is deeply troubling.
As Secretary of Energy, Governor
Perry would be charged with managing
a number of grant and loan programs
aimed at developing the next genera-
tion of energy technologies.

Governor Perry has also failed to
commit to funding for ARPA-E and the
Office of Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy. These programs are essen-
tial to ensuring that the United States
is a leader in the 21st century energy
economy and confronts the critical
challenge of climate change.

I am deeply concerned by Governor
Perry’s limited experience with our Na-
tion’s nuclear program. While he did
advocate a low-level nuclear waste re-
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pository in his State, he has no experi-
ence with nuclear weapons. His inexpe-
rience is ©particularly problematic
when the President he would serve has
also appeared confused by issues sur-
rounding the nuclear triad and has in-
accurately said that the United States
has ‘‘fallen behind on nuclear weapons
capacity.”

The United States is engaged in a $1
trillion program to refurbish our nu-
clear weapons systems, a process that
should be tightly controlled. We should
be reducing, not expanding, the number
of nuclear weapons in the world. Presi-
dent Trump has questioned the New
START Treaty, a critical tool to de-
crease nuclear weapons in both the
United States and Russia. He glibly
and irresponsibly called for ‘‘an arms
race,” even though the United States
and Russia already control 95 percent
of the world’s nuclear weapons and
each have enough to destroy the world
many times over.

The Secretary of Energy needs to
have a clear vision to manage our nu-
clear arsenal and ensure that the Presi-
dent fully understands our capabilities
and their implications for national se-
curity and international peace. There
is nothing in Governor Perry’s record
or testimony that indicates that he is
prepared for this job.

Governor Perry may have considered
the Department of Energy insignificant
enough to forget during his Presi-
dential run, but its mission is essential
to the safety and security of the Amer-
ican people. Between our national labs
and research and loan programs, it fos-
ters greater economic competitiveness
and discovers new technologies to drive
energy independence and solutions to
climate change. I do not believe that
Governor Perry is prepared to manage
the Department and provide thoughtful
counsel to the President, and thus I

must vote against his nomination
today.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SASSE). The Senator from Georgia.
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Mr. PERDUE. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in defense of a dear col-
league of ours who is now the Attorney
General of our Nation, Jeff Sessions.
He is my friend. More importantly, he
is a former colleague of this very body.
He is a man of integrity. He is a man of
principle. I trust him, and I take him
at his word.

Furthermore, he has repeatedly said
just today that he will, in fact, recuse
himself if and when it becomes appro-
priate. In my opinion, it is not appro-
priate right now, but if it ever were to
become appropriate, he has said, with-
out hesitation, that he would.

I have really never witnessed any-
thing quite like this in my brief time
here in the Senate. The last 2 years
have been very interesting, but never
have I seen the hypocrisy that we see
going on around this one issue.

It is increasingly clear that the mi-
nority party is singularly focused on
sabotaging this new administration at
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every turn, and today is no exception.
They have exercised procedural rules in
the Senate time and again, beyond the
intent of the Founders’ design, in order
to stop President Trump from even get-
ting his team in place—his very Cabi-
net. Our President today, as we stand
here in this well, cannot have a staff
meeting because he doesn’t have all of
his Cabinet members in place.

As for the Cabinet members who have
been confirmed, the minority party
seems equally fixated on finding any
red herring they can ultimately find to
undermine the individual’s character.
We have literally reached the point
where Members of this body are slan-
dering former colleagues for having
and taking the same opportunities af-
forded to them.

This morning, my colleague, the sen-
ior Senator from Missouri, tweeted
that she had never, “EVER” met with
or taken a call from the Russian Am-
bassador. But her own Twitter account
proved that she has at least twice in
the last 4 years.

Thirty Members of this body, as a
matter of fact, met with a Russian Am-
bassador and Ambassadors from other
nations in 2015 for a sales pitch on
President Obama’s deal with Iran.
Many of them, including the senior
Senator from Missouri, were open sup-
porters at that time of candidates in
the President’s race.

In the process of this hypocrisy, the
minority party is prohibiting us from
taking action on legislation that would
solve many of the problems that have
manifested themselves over the pre-
vious 8 years.

Make no mistake, Russia is a tradi-
tional rival whose actions pose a defi-
nite threat to global security and even
our own security here at home. Their
actions over the last 8 years have
helped destabilize Eastern Europe and
the Middle East. It was the inaction
and refusal to lead of the past adminis-
tration—a policy that the minority
party followed hook, line, and sinker—
that created a power vacuum around
the world and allowed this Russian re-
surgence.

I have said this repeatedly, and I am
going to continue to do so. Until there
is definite proof that Russians changed
a single vote from Hillary Clinton to
Donald Trump, I will be focused on one
thing; that is, doing exactly what the
American people sent us here to do. I
encourage my colleagues to do the
same, which is to not engage in polit-
ical theater for the sake of partisan
politics, but to work together to get
America back to work.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I rise today
to recognize Texas Independence Day.

One hundred eighty-one years ago, 59
delegates met in Independence Hall at
Washington-on-the-Brazos to risk ev-
erything to make freedom a reality for
generations of Texans to come.
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Today, I continue on a tradition
started by the late Senator John Tower
and carried on by Members of the
Texas delegation to read the words of a
26-year-old Lieutenant Colonel, Wil-
liam Barret Travis, who at the time
was under siege by the forces of Anto-
nio Lopez de Santa Anna.

On February 24, 1836, Travis penned
the following immortal letter:

To the People of Texas & All Americans in
the World—Fellow Citizens & compatriots—

I am besieged, by a thousand or more of
the Mexicans under Santa Anna—I have sus-
tained a continual Bombardment & can-
nonade for 24 hours & have not lost a man—
The enemy has demanded a surrender at dis-
cretion, otherwise, the garrison are to be put
to the sword, if the fort is taken—I have an-
swered the demand with a cannon shot, &
our flag still waves proudly from the walls—
I shall never surrender or retreat. Then, I
call on you in the name of Liberty, of patri-
otism & of everything dear to the American
character, to come to our aid, with all dis-
patch—The enemy is receiving reinforce-
ments daily & will no doubt increase to three
or four thousand in four or five d